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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study is to examine the role psychopathy and adverse 
childhood experiences have on criminal behavior.  Data for psychopathy and adverse 
childhood experiences was gathered via surveys and official criminal histories were also 
collected.  The use of the Psychopathy Personality Inventory-Short Form allowed for an 
examination of the impact that different facets of psychopathy have on crime.  
Furthermore, the use of official criminal histories allowed for an examination at how 
psychopathy and adverse childhood experiences impacted violent crime, property crime, 
drug offenses, sexual offenses, and weapons offenses.  The sample is comprised of 320 
offenders, both male and female who were under the supervision of the Iowa Department 
of Corrections.   
Data was analyzed using negative binomial regression and logistic regression with 
odds ratios.  Results indicate that psychopathy and adverse childhood experiences were 
strongly related to property offending and drug offending.  Moreover, sexual offending 
was significantly associated with adverse childhood experiences, specifically having been 
a victim of sexual abuse.  The findings suggest that criminal justice practitioners should 
be accounting for psychopathy and adverse childhood experiences when supervising 








CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
 A central debate in criminology centers on the relative effects of individual-level 
traits, behavioral characteristics, and symptoms and environmental-level experiences and 
processes that together contribute to the etiology of conduct problems and antisocial 
behavior. One side of this debate is the idea that basic traits, dispositional factors, and 
behaviors drive the usual ways that an individual interacts with others and behaves. From this 
perspective, specific deficits on an antisocial condition (e.g., self-control, aggression, 
psychopathy) will manifest in conduct problems across time and across developmental 
periods, such as childhood, adolescence, and adulthood. The other side of the debate 
acknowledges baseline differences in traits, symptoms, and dispositions, but also points to 
life circumstances and events that are so detrimental and adverse they likely contribute to 
conduct problems. The textbook example of this is abuse, neglect, and deprivations that are 
more commonly known as adverse childhood experiences (ACEs). There have been calls for 
criminology to acknowledge the significance of psychopathy and the role it plays on crime 
(DeLisi 2009, 2016).  Researchers have argued that psychopathy has the power to explain 
criminal behavior among a variety of criminals, ranging from first-time offenders to career 
criminals.  Hare (1999) stated that psychopathy can be characterized by a lack of conscience 
and a desire for self-gratification.  Hare goes on to describe a variety of characteristics such 
as superficial charm, lack of guilt, egocentric, manipulative, shallow emotions, impulsive, 
lack of responsibility, and a need for excitement.  DeLisi and Vaughn (2012) argued 
“Psychopathy is an efficient and protean way to understand and explain crime, because the 
traits that constitute psychopathy correspond to the elemental characteristics of crime itself: a 
self-serving, uncaring violation of another person (p. 103).”  For example, with the lower 
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forms of offending, characteristics such as impulsivity, irresponsibility, and egocentricity 
show a lack of awareness of how their behaviors impacts others.  Moreover, psychopathy has 
been linked to antisocial behaviors across the globe in countries.  With psychopathy being 
related to a propensity to engage in antisocial behavior across the world sociologists and 
criminologists should explore a variety of avenues to study this phenomenon.   
 Another individual level factor that has been overlooked by criminologists is ACEs.  
Drury et al. (2017) stated that ACEs have largely been absent from criminological works in 
the past.  Researchers can examine ACEs by focusing on physical abuse, emotional abuse, 
sexual abuse, physical neglect, emotional neglect, household domestic violence, household 
gang membership, household suicide, or household mental illness.  The seminal study of 
ACEs was comprised of 9,508 adults. Felitti and colleagues (1998) introduced the concept of 
ACEs as a way to account for negative health and behavioral outcomes from various forms 
of maltreatment. Those who had four or more ACEs were 4 to 12 times at greater risk for 
alcoholism, drug abuse, depression, suicide attempts, more likely to smoke, suffer poor 
health, and engage in risky sexual behavior. Drury et al. (2017) stated that the study of ACEs 
within criminology has shown them to be significant in predicting not just antisocial behavior 
but also serious, violent, and chronic forms of behavior. Boduszek, Hyland, and Bourke 
(2012) found that offenders who experienced family violence were almost six times more 
likely to commit a homicide when compared to offenders who did not have the experience of 
family violence. Baglivio et al. (2014) found that ACEs were more rampant in delinquent 
offenders when compared to the general population. Using data from the Florida Department 
of Juvenile Justice, Fox and colleagues (2015) found that higher numbers of ACEs were 
associated with earlier antisocial conduct. Specifically, sex offenders have been evidenced to 
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experience extensive ACEs (Abbiati et al. 2014; DeCou et al. 2015; Forsman et al. 2015; 
Freund et al. 1990; Graham 1996; Jung and Carlson 2011; McCuish, Lussier and Corrado 
2015; Seghorn, Prentky and Boucher 1987; Widom and Ames 1994; Widom and Massey 
2015). Levenson, Willis, and Prescott (2016) used a sample of 670 adult male sex offenders 
and found that 53% had been verbally abused, 42% had been physically abused, and 38% 
had been sexually abused as a child. Sex offenders were 13 times more likely to have 
experienced verbal abuse, three times more likely to be sexually abused, twice as likely to be 
physically abused, and four times more likely to suffer emotional neglect when compared to 
the general population.  Jespersen, Lalumiere, and Seto (2009) conducted a meta-analysis 
comprised of 1,037 sex offenders and 1,762 non-sex offenders and found sex offenders were 
3.4 times more likely to experience sexual abuse than non-sex offenders. In a sample of 269 
child sexual abusers and rapists, Simons and colleagues (2008) found significant levels of 
physical abuse, emotional abuse, and domestic abuse.  Yet, the ubiquity of sexual abuse 
among sex offenders has been estimated to be 15 times higher in comparison to the general 
population (Cohen et al. 2002).  Drury et al. (2017) reported ACEs to be common in the life 
history of federal sex offenders.  Additionally, ACEs have been shown to be a significant 
predictor of recidivism (Wolff, Baglivio, and Piquero 2017), as well as early-onset offending 
and chronic offending (Baglivio and colleagues 2015).  Levenson and Socia (2016) found 
that higher level of ACEs is related with more arrests for driving offenses, drug offenses, 
sexual crimes, assaults, and property crimes. 
 Another important component of this study is the examination of environmental 
factors (ACEs) and psychological (psychopathy) impact on criminal behavior.  Researchers 
have long debated crime comes from environmental influences or if individual level factors 
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are truly responsibly for antisocial behavior.  The truth is that both environmental factors and 
individual level factors have a part to play in explaining criminogenic behaviors.  Therefore, 
by accounting for both psychopathy and ACEs, this study should satisfy those who prefer 
environmental explanations and those who favor individual level theories of crime.  
 The current analysis will account for both psychopathy and ACEs and the relationship 
they have in criminal behavior.  To do so I surveyed males and females who were under 
supervision of the Iowa Department of Corrections.  I made multiple trips to a male facility 
and a female facility to collect my data.  Therefore, psychopathy and ACEs was self-
reported.  For psychopathy the current author employed the Psychopathic Personality 
Inventory-Short Form (PPI-SF), which is considered the gold standard of self-report 
psychopathy assessments and self-report measures for psychopathy have displayed 
extraordinary validity across a multitude of studies (Witt et al. 2009).  Furthermore, the PPI-
SF breaks down into 8 subscales: Machiavellian egocentricity, social potency, 
coldheartedness, carefree nonplanfulness, blame externalization, rebellious nonconformity, 
and stress immunity.  These subscales will allow for a more complex understanding of the 
role that psychopathy plays on criminal behavior.  As for ACEs, 9 questions were used in 
order to assess the childhood experiences of my sample.  Moreover, I had access to official 
criminal histories, which makes for a unique combination of both self-report data and official 
records.  The use of official records will allow for the evaluation of violent crimes, property 
crimes, drug offenses, or sex offenses.  Furthermore, I collected demographic information 
such as age, gender, race, and gang membership.  Baglivio (2018) suggested this type of 
research would be best framed by developmental theories.  As a whole, this study will 
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employ a variety of regression techniques to provide key insights to the role that both 























CHAPTER 2. THE CONCEPTUALIZATION OF PSYCHOPATHY  
Historical Conceptualizations of Psychopathy 
Regarded as one of the early influencers of psychopathy literature, Pinel (1801) 
discussed individuals who were morally neutral.  DeLisi (2016) stated, “The aversive nature 
of psychopathy has important implications for considerations of the moral blameworthiness 
of the offender, for justifications for various legal and correctional sanctions are imposed, 
and for notions about the likelihood of the offender’s rehabilitation” (p. 18).  When an 
individual’s behavior becomes so vile and cruel, it is easier for society to focus on 
incapacitation, rather than providing opportunities for redemption.  The balance between 
providing chances for people to change and protecting society is something that is still 
debated contested.  After Pinel’s early writing on psychopathy, a variety of other literature 
developed (Rush 1812; Prichard 1835; Koch 1891; Maudsely 1898; Meyer 1905; Krafft-
Ebing 1905).  Furthermore, at the American Psychiatric Association’s annual meeting in 
1926 psychopaths were deemed a danger to society for their criminal and antisocial 
behaviors (Bryant 1927).  There was a growing concern about the tremendous amount of 
violence and criminal activity being engaged in by psychopathic offenders. 
DeLisi (2016) stated “Another area of agreement among psychiatrists and 
psychologists from early to mid-century is that not only is antisocial conduct a central part of 
psychopathy, but also that psychopathy arguably represents the pinnacle of anti-sociality” (p. 
19). A host of researchers have indeed described psychopathic personality by incorporating 
antisocial and criminal behavior in their definition (Bleuler 1936; Cheney 1934; Goldstein 
1942; Henderson 1942; Levine 1942; Menninger 1941; Noyes 1935; Partridge 1930; Sadler 
1936; Savitt 1940).  For example, Partridge (1928a) found that habitual delinquency was the 
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primary indicator of psychopathy for both males and females.  Furthermore, Partridge found 
that psychopaths consistently were aggressive, had tantrums, poor tempers, and broke rules 
regularly. Partridge (1928b) went on to denote the common nature of antisocial conduct 
within the population of psychopathic youth he studied.  While discussing a particularly case 
of a young psychopath Partridge (1928b) stated, “It is feared that he will sometime commit 
serious crimes” (p. 167).  Even early in a psychopath’s life they evoke fear of individuals 
because of the capacity to commit violent crimes.   
Primary and Secondary Psychopathy  
Karpman (1929, 1930, 1941, 1946, 1947) created the classifications of psychopathy 
currently known as primary psychopathy and secondary psychopathy.  Primary psychopathy 
was thought to be hereditary and is encompassed by a lack of negative emotions such as 
anxiety and included more predatory antisocial behavior.  Secondary psychopathy was 
thought to be the result of trauma and accompanied by antisocial behaviors, anxiety, and 
depression.  DeLisi (2016) stated “Both primary and secondary psychopaths were believed to 
display serious antisocial behaviors and often have extensive criminal records; however, the 
main difference relates to their capacity to experience internalizing symptoms such as stress 
and anxiety” (p. 21).  Furthermore, it is important to note that trauma is present in the lives of 
secondary psychopaths.  Karpman (1948a, 1948b) believed that the conscience of the 
primary psychopath was absent from birth but the secondary psychopath’s conscience was 
disrupted.  The lack of emotional response to is severely lacking within the primary 
psychopath given that they experience little to no guilt or shame.  Moreover, primary 
psychopaths are not burden by anxiety about the antisocial behavior they engage in.  
Comparatively, secondary psychopaths engage in antisocial behavior but experience 
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psychiatric problems and are hampered by anxiety.  Primary and secondary psychopathy is 
not limited to any particular ethnic group (DeLisi 2016).    
The Psychiatric Approach to Psychopathy  
 Regarding psychopathy, The American Psychiatric Association’s Diagnostic and 
Statistics Manual (DSM) has been ever evolving.  The first DSM was published in 1952 and 
psychopathy was called Sociopathic Personality disturbance and the next edition in 1968 it 
was termed Antisocial Personality.  However, in 1980 the DSM-III change the label to 
Antisocial Personality Disorder (ASPD), which is how it currently remains.  In fact, the 
DSM-V, published in 2013 defined ASPD as “Failure to conform to lawful and ethical 
behavior, and an egocentric, callous lack of concern for others, accompanied by 
deceitfulness, irresponsibility, manipulativeness, and/or risk taking” (American Psychiatric 
Association 2013: p. 764).   Furthermore, an individual would lack motivation, empathy, and 
intimacy.  Upon examination of the ASPD definition, there is a clear link between ASPD and 
psychopathy (DeLisi 2016).  
 The DSM-V also addresses psychopathy and separates it from ASPD.  As stated by 
the American Psychiatric Association (2013: p. 765): 
A distinct variant often termed psychopathy (or “primary” psychopathy) is 
marked by a lack of anxiety or fear and by bold interpersonal style that may 
mask maladaptive behaviors (e.g., fraudulence).  This psychopathic variant is 
characterized by low levels of anxiousness (Negative Affectivity Domain) and 
withdrawal (Detachment domain) and high levels of attention seeking 
(Antagonism domain).  High attention seeking and low withdrawal capture the 
social potency (assertive/dominant) component of psychopathy, whereas low 
anxiousness captures the stress immunity (emotional stability/resilience) 
component.  
 
Though the psychiatric field has favored ASPD as opposed to psychopathy and they are not 
the same thing, they are strikingly similar.  For example, Lynam and Derefinko (2006) found 
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that there was a strong correlation between ASPD and psychopathy (r = .58).  Coid and 
Ullrich (2010) used a sample of 496 prisoners and found that psychopathy and ASPD were 
highly correlated (r = .73).  Correspondingly, DeLisi (2016) stated, “They are not technically 
one and the same, but they are ostensibly one and the same” (p. 37).  Furthermore, about 
90% of psychopaths met the diagnostic criteria for ASPD but only 25 to 30% of individuals 
with ASPD are also psychopathic (Hare and Neumann 2006; Martens 2000; Shipley and 
Arrigo 2001).  Therefore, psychopathic offenders are significantly worse in terms of their 
antisocial behavior when compared to those with just ASPD.   
Hare’s Conceptualization of Psychopathy 
 Hare (1999) stated that there is much confusion around the meaning of psychopathy.  
The media has created misperceptions regarding the meaning of psychopathy, in which it 
tends to equate it to insanity.  However, Hare (1999) stated, “Literally it means ‘mental 
illness’ (from psyche, ‘mind’; and pathos, ‘disease’), and this is the meaning of the term still 
found in dictionaries” (p. 22).  However, psychopathy cannot be understood in terms of these 
rudimentary and misleading ideas.  In fact, psychopaths are aware of what they are doing and 
why they are doing it.  Their behavior is a result of freely exercised choice.  The results of 
this confusing discourse has led to a problematic issue in defining psychopathy.  Hare (1999) 
suggested that psychopathy has many similarities to antisocial personality disorder, which 
refers to an assortment of criminal and antisocial behaviors.   
 Hare (1999) discussed emotional and interpersonal characteristics of psychopathy and 
lifestyle characteristics of psychopathy.  The emotional and interpersonal traits included glib 
and superficial, egocentric and grandiose, a lack of remorse or guilt, lack of empathy, 
deceitful or manipulative, and shallow emotions.  Lifestyle characteristics include 
10 
impulsivity, poor behavior controls, need for excitement, early behavior problems, and adult 
antisocial behavior.  In order to truly understand psychopathy it is important to breakdown 
each of the characteristics.    
Glib and Superficial  
Hare (1999) makes the claim that psychopaths have the tendency to be articulate and 
clever.  For example, they would be able to entertain and easy to converse with and would 
able to quickly create witty comebacks.  Likewise, when discussing themselves they would 
be able to construct a convincing, while unlikely story that shows themselves in a positive 
light.  Psychopaths may ramble and divulge stories that seem dubious given what is known 
about them.  They may even try to display familiarity with psychopathy, sociology, 
medicine, law, and other academic disciplines.  A marker of this trait is a lack of concern 
about being exposed.  Therefore, individuals can come off as likeable and charming.  
Nevertheless, it is also likely that an individual will present themselves as insincere or 
superficial to the more keen observer.   
A Lack of Remorse or Guilt  
Hare (1999) stated “Psychopaths show a stunning lack of concern for the devesting 
effects their actions have on others” (p. 40).  Individuals were found to be completely 
forthright when discussing their actions in what could be described as a cerebral manner.  
This is discernable when individuals are calm when discussing what they have done and state 
that there is no reason for them to be concerned with the past.  In fact, Hare (1999) wrote 
about an individual he encountered who viewed his homicide victim benefiting from his 
crime because he taught him a hard lesson about life.  Other individuals will say that they do 
feel some sorrow and remorse, but when they are pressed by an interviewer they quickly 
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contradict themselves.  Other times, psychopaths will attempt to minimize or deny the 
consequences of their actions.  Ironically, psychopaths consistently see themselves as the real 
victims when talking about their crimes.  For instance, John Wayne Gacy, a psychopathic 
serial killer who tortured and killed 33 people stated that there were actually 34 victims, 
including himself.  Clearly, psychopaths’ lack of remorse and guilt should be associated with 
a unique ability to rationalize their behavior while simultaneously disregarding the 
consequences of their actions.   
Lack of Empathy  
Hare (1999) stated, “They seem unable to ‘get into the skin’ or walk in the shoes’ of 
others, except in a purely intellectual sense” (p. 44).  Lack of empathy encompasses and 
individuals lack of ability to feel concern for others.  Essentially, the feelings and emotions 
of others are of no concern to the psychopath.  For example, a psychopath would be 
indifferent to the agony of family members, friends, acquaintances, and strangers.  In fact, 
Hare (1999) goes as far as to describe the psychopathy as an emotionless robot who are 
unable to imagine what real humans experience.  The inability to empathize with others 
allows psychopaths to engage in behavior that others would find horrific and puzzling.  
Consequently, psychopaths tend to view others as objects to be used for their own 
gratification or needs.   
Egocentric and Grandiose 
Psychopaths are innately narcissistic and maintain an inflated view of their 
importance and self-worth (Hare 1999).  Also, there is a presence of entitlement with the 
high potential to live life according to their own rules.  Again, these characteristics can come 
across as arrogance and even brash.  Additionally, individuals rarely will experience 
12 
embarrassment about their life situation.  Instead, they will blame external factors such as 
bad luck, disloyal friends, or larger structural issues.  These specific traits can lead to an 
individual putting specific, outlandish goals in place, despite the fact that they have no 
knowledge or credential to do so.  For instance, psychopaths feel they have the ability to 
become anything they want to be.  Hare (1999) stated that it would not be uncommon for a 
psychopath to be highly critical of their lawyer and even fire them.  Hare (1999) stated, 
“Psychopaths often come across as arrogant, shameless braggarts-self-assured, opinionated, 
domineering, and cocky” (pg. 38).  A psychopath would love to have sway and control over 
others.  Moreover, they would not believe the valid and informed opinions of others if they 
are counter to their own.   
Deceitful and Manipulative  
Hare (1999) described deceitful and manipulative behavior as including lying, 
deceiving, and devious behaviors and are natural talents for the psychopath.  When caught in 
a lie or give the truth, individuals will simply change their story or attempt to alter the facts 
so they are in line with their original lie.  Many times this can led to contradictory statements 
that leave others confused.  Additionally, a psychopath is able to go in and out of speaking 
the truth that it may appear that they are unaware that they are lying.  In fact, psychopaths 
give the perception that they are unware that they are lying.  The lying is important to 
understand, but it is the ability to get the listener to be manipulated into believing the lie, that 
is most dangerous.  The ability to trick a friend and stranger makes a psychopathy a potential 
perpetrator of fraud, embezzlement, and other finical crimes.  Moreover, this same behavior 
can be found with the prison setting, with individuals using these manipulative behaviors to 
their advantage.  For example, taking classes, enrolling in substance abuse classes, joining 
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religious groups, and partaking in other self-improvement allows individuals to present a 
positive image of themselves for parole boards.  This of course is detrimental to those who 
are participating in these opportunities to truly improve themselves.   
Shallow Emotions  
Shallow emotions is described as a psychopath as having an emotional deficiency that 
severally limits the depth and range of their emotions (Hare 1999).  Keen observes are left 
with the impression that a psychopath is acting emotional, rather than actually responding to 
situations in the standard emotional way.  While individuals sometimes claim to experience 
strong emotions, they are unable to describe the details of the various affective states.  One 
way to think of the way a psychopath experiences emotion is incomplete.  Hare (1999) states 
that psychopaths equate love with sexual arousal, sadness with frustration, and anger with 
irritability.  Therefore, one could contend that psychopaths experience emotions but not in a 
normative way.  One way to view to view the emotions of the psychopath is as primitive 
responses to immediate needs because of the shallow nature displayed.   
Impulsivity  
Concerning impulsivity, Hare (1999) stated, “More than displays of temper, 
impulsive acts often result from an aim that plays a central role in most of psychopath’s 
behavior: to achieve immediate satisfaction, pleasure, or relief” (p. 58).  An individual is 
unlikely to waste time weighing the pros and cons of a certain action because it could conflict 
with their own needs.  For example, individuals are prone to quit jobs, burglarize a home, or 
assault an individual on what appears to be no more than a whim.  Psychopaths give little 
thought to their future plan and goals, tending to live life day-to-day.  For instance, one of the 
individuals (Hare 1999) interviewed went to the store, left his wallet at the store, and instead 
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of turning around for it he opted to rob a gas station on the way home instead of turning 
around for his wallet.  In the process of this spontaneous decision the offender injured a gas 
station worker. There is little thought about the future that is serious and they tend to not 
worry about it.   
Poor Behavior Control  
Poor behavior controls refers to an inability to manage their emotions and Hare 
(1999) suggests that psychopaths tend to be highly reactive to perceived insults.  Generally, 
people have the ability to control their behavior, even if there instinct is to act with 
aggression/violence.  However, the slightest perceived provocation is enough for an 
individual with psychopathic tendencies to act out.  Therefore, we could view the psychopath 
as short-tempered using violence, threats, and verbal abuse as common responses to 
frustration, failure, or criticism.  However, unlike others, the psychopath can experience 
these acts of aggression in a controlled and cold manner.  Furthermore, there is a lock of 
intense emotional arousal that is commonly accompanied by emotional outbursts.  For 
example, an individual who is accidently bumped in line for dinner may beat the person who 
bumped into them.  A psychopathy may inflict serious physical or emotional harm on other, 
even routinely and not recognize that they have poor control of their behavior.  Instead, they 
will see their extreme aggression as a normal response to provocation.   
Need for Excitement 
The need for excitement, another characteristic encompasses the need to live on the 
edge of society norms and laws (Hare 1999).  Hare (1999) found that many psychopaths state 
that they commit crime primary for excitement.  It is not just the excitement seeking behavior 
that is important in this regard.  Psychopaths tend to easily get bored and exhibit an inability 
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to tolerate routine and monotony.  Therefore, it would be unlikely for psychopathic 
individuals to do well in school or working remedial jobs.  The need for excitement makes 
working a job extremely difficult.  The irresponsibility and unreliability bleeds over to every 
part of an individual’s life when high levels of psychopath traits are present and encompass 
the lack or responsibility facet of psychopathy (Hare 1999).  This is evidenced by an 
inconsistent work history and performance.  Moreover, individuals would not honor formal 
or informal commitments they have made with people or organizations.   
Lack of Responsibility 
Hare (1999) stated, “The irresponsibility and unreliability of psychopaths extend to 
every part of their lives.”  Beyond criminal activity, an individual’s job performance would 
be erratic and they may be frequently absent from work.  Another example would be how an 
individual performs their parental duties.  A psychopath would leave young children along 
for an abnormal amount of time.  One of the people Hare (1999) interviewed left their 1 
month old with their alcohol friend who got drunk, passed out, and upon waking forgot they 
were babysitting and left the child alone.  The reality is that a psychopathy is not concerned 
that their actions may put others in risk.   
Early Behavior Problems 
Early behavior problems are shown by most psychopaths as they may start exhibiting 
severe behavioral issues at an early age (Hare 1999).  These early behavioral problems could 
range from lying, cheating, theft, arson, truancy, academic issues, substance abuse, 
vandalism, or bullying.  Some of these behaviors are common among children so it is 
important to note that a budding psychopath would be exhibiting these behavioral issues at a 
much higher frequency than is expected.  As adults, psychopaths may describe actions such 
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as cruelty to animals as normal and enjoyable events.  Beyond cruelty to animals, 
psychopaths may display aggressive behavior that is aimed at their siblings too.  Although, 
not all psychopaths will have exhibited this brutality, many will have gotten involved with 
small issues such as lying, theft, or promiscuity.   
Adult Antisocial Behavior  
Rules, norms, and the general expectations of society are viewed as inconvenient and 
unreasonable to the psychopath because they imped on their own wants (Hare 1999).  
Therefore, they make their own rules.  Hare (1999) stated that “Many of the antisocial acts of 
psychopaths lead to criminal convictions” (p. 68).  It was propositioned that psychopaths 
may stand out even when compared to other criminal because they would have no particular 
affinity for any type of crime.  Although, not all antisocial behaviors will end up with the 
psychopath being involved in the legal system.  As these antisocial behaviors may be petty 
unethical actions they engage in such as neglect of family and financial or emotional abuse.  
Moreover, actions that aren’t legal, but are considered antisocial such as cheating on a spouse 
could be present in a psychopath’s life.  One of the potential issues with researchers tracking 
this behavior is that much of the time it goes undocumented.  
Psychopathy Checklist-Revised 
 The PCL-R is the most frequently used measure of psychopathy in the world (DeLisi 
2016).  The PCL-R is a 20-item assessment that has a total score, factor 1 scores, and factor 2 
scores (Hare 1991; Harpur, Hakistan, and Hare 1988).  Factor 1 scores capture interpersonal 
and affective personality features interpersonal and affective personality traits and factor 2 
scores include impulsive an antisocial behaviors.  Beyond the original 2 factors, there has 
been debate around the idea that there are actually 3 or 4 factors (Cooke and Michie 2001; 
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Hare and Neumann 2008; Zwets et al. 2015).  The 4 factors are interpersonal, affective, 
lifestyle, and antisocial.  Interpersonal factors are glibness, grandiose self-worth, pathological 
lying, and manipulation.  Affective traits include lack of remorse, shallow affect, lack of 
empathy, and failure to accept responsibility.  Lifestyle factors include impulsivity, 
irresponsibility, and being prone to boredom.  Antisocial traits encompass poor behavior 
controls, juvenile delinquency, and criminal versatility.  A cut score of 30 (our of 30) has 
been used to determine if an individual is psychopathic.  Gacono and Hutton (1994) created a 
more detailed categorization of the scores with 33+ being severe, 30-32 low severe, 28-29 is 
high moderate, 23-27 is moderate, 20-22 being low moderate, and below 20 is low.  The 
PCL-R is the most widely studied measure of psychopathy and has been validated 
consistently when empirically tested (DeLisi 2016).  The PCL-R has been associated with 
violent offenders (Walters et al. 2008), violent jail inmates (Walsh 2013), female offenders 
(Vitale and Newman 2001), forensic psychiatry inpatients (Zwets et al. 2015), and prisoners 










CHAPTER 3. ASSESSING PSYCHOPATHY USING THE PSYCHOPATHIC 
PERSONALITY INVENTORY FAMILY 
Psychopathic Personality Inventory  
 A variety of psychopathy assessments are a part of the PPI family.  Witt, Donnellan, 
and Blonigen (2009) called the PPI family “the gold standard self-report psychopathy 
measures” (p. 1007).  In fact, the Lilienfeld and Andrews (1996) introduced the PPI to the 
field by producing 4 different validation tests.  The first test was done to test and develop 
preliminary psychopathy properties.  The authors were also interested in if a Likert scale or 
binary true/false answers would perform better.  Factor analysis showed that eight was the 
ideal number of factors that can be taken from the PPI.  The eight subscales taken from the 
PPI are Machiavellian egocentricity, social potency, coldheartedness, carefree 
nonplanfulness, fearlessness, blame externalization, impulsive nonconformity, and stress 
immunity.  It is important to understand what each of the PPI subscales Lilienfeld and 
Andrews (1996) created are assessing.  Machiavellian egocentricity measures narcissism, 
self-interested, and ruthless social functioning areas of psychopathy.  Social potency 
evaluates an individual’s apparent ability to manipulate and influence others.  
Coldheartedness assesses the callousness, unemotionality, and lack of sentimentality within 
an individual.  Carefree nonplanfulness conveys to indifference to planning one’s actions and 
overall irresponsibility.  Fearlessness captures a lack of anxiety and harm avoidance, with an 
inclination to engage in risky behaviors.  Blame externalization assess an external base of 
control where an individual blames others and rationalizes their behavior.   Rebellious 
nonconformity measures a lack of concern for social rules and norms.  Stress immunity 
encompasses a lack of reaction to stimuli that would normal induce stress or anxiety.  The 
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authors did notice some gender differences, with males scoring higher on the PPI total score 
and all of the subscales.   
 Lilienfield and Andrews (1996) focused on naming and interpretation of the 8 
subscales found via factor analysis.  The authors asked 5 graduate students who were in a 
graduate level course on personality assessment to meet as a group to review the items that 
made up the factors and assign the names to the groups.  Once those 5 had agreed on the 
grouping, 5 other students from that course were asked to do the same thing.  This test was 
performed with 100% accuracy, meaning that students correctly picked the groups the items 
belonged to every time.   
 Furthermore, the authors wanted to make sure they were specifically measuring 
psychopathy and not other psychological disorders.  Therefore, the authors included a 
measure for depression, schizophrenia, and hypomania to make sure that the PPI was not 
capturing maladjustment.  Results indicated that there no significant relationship between the 
PPI and both depression and schizophrenia.  However, the PPI was significantly related to 
hypomania (p<.05).   
 Next, the authors examined the relationship between the PPI and other self-report 
psychopathy measures.  The authors used Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality-2 Antisocial Practices Content Scale, Sociopathy Scale, 
and the Personality Diagnostic Questionnaire-Revised.  The PPI was significantly correlated 
to all the psychopathy measures the authors included in their analysis.   
 While the authors showed that the PPI was correlated to other self-report measures of 
psychopathy, they also compared the PPI to semi-structured psychiatric interviews, peer 
rating, interview rating, and family history data.  The authors used a structured clinical 
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interview for personality disorders such as anti-social personality disorder, histrionic 
personality disorder, borderline personality disorder, and narcissistic personality disorder.  
Family history was measured using a structured interview that assessed family history of 
major psychiatric disorders.  Interviewer ratings were compiled by asking interviewers to 
make judgements on an individual’s characteristics.  Peer rating was measured having the 
subject nominate two same-sex friends who they had known for at least 6 months.   
PPI-SF 
 Lilienfeld and Hess (2001) created the PPI-SF, which is the short form variant of 
Lilienfeld and Andrew’s PPI tool.  The PPI-SF consists of the same Likert-type scale as the 
original PPI.  Additionally, the PPI-SF contains the same 8 subscales (Machiavellian 
egocentricity, social potency, coldheartedness, fearlessness, rebellious nonconformity, blame 
externalization, carefree nonplanfulness, and stress immunity) as the original PPI.  The PPI-
SF consisted of 56 items, which were taken from the PPI.  The authors chose the 7 items that 
loaded the highest for each of the 8 factors after conducting a factor analysis.  Lilienfeld and 
Hess (2001) stated, “The PPI short form has been found to correlate r = .90 or above with the 
full form in several undergraduate samples” (p. 16).  Therefore, researchers can be confident 
that the PPI-SF is capturing similar levels of psychopathy when using the short form variant 
of the PPI.  Results showed that males scored significantly higher than females on the PPI-SF 
total and primary psychopathy.  However, there were not significant differences regarding 
secondary psychopathy.  Moreover, the primary and secondary psychopathy measures, as 
measured by the PPI-SF were not correlated.  This result shows that primary and secondary 
psychopathy are distinctly different from each other when using the PPI-SF.  Furthermore, 
the PPI-SF was validate through the authors showing significant correlations to other 
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psychopathy measures, primary psychopathy measures, and secondary psychopathy 
measures.   
Additional PPI Subscales  
Beyond primary and secondary psychopathy, the PPI-SF also can create subscales for 
fearless dominance and self-centered impulsivity (Lilienfeld and Widows 2005).  Fearless 
dominance is captured by social potency, stress immunity, and fearlessness.  Whereas, self-
centered impulsivity is comprised of carefree nonplanfulness, rebellious nonconformity, 
Machiavellian egocentricity, and blame externalization.  
Fearless dominance is thus related to narcissism and sensation seeking, which are two 
classical descriptions of the traits of psychopathy (Clecky 1941; Hare 2003).  Benning et al. 
(2005) found that fearless dominance was positively correlated with narcissism.  This was 
parallel to the findings of Miller and Lynam’s (2012) analysis, that found fearless dominance 
to be correlated with narcistic traits, as measured by the Narcissistic Personality Inventory 
(Raskin & Terry 1988).  In addition, Patrick et al. (2006) found that fearless dominance was 
negatively associated with symptoms of anxiety.  This finding is of importance as fearless 
dominance, as constructed using the PPI-SF takes into account stress immunity.  Witt and 
colleagues (2009), suggest fearless dominance as measured via the PPI family is modestly 
correlated with the first factor of the PCL-R. Specifically, Witt et al. (2009) stated that it is of 
importance to note that fearless dominance is just one component of psychopathy and does 
not adequately describe a prototypical psychopath but could be best served as an important 
variable to integrate with other subscales.  Others have stated that although fearless 
dominance is conceptual interesting and rooted in psychopathic literature, it is not central to 
this disorder (Miller and Lynam 2012).  However, Lilienfeld and his colleagues (2012) 
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argued that psychopathy is a combination of traits such as callousness, disinhibition, and 
boldness.  Those are the features of psychopathy that are measured by fearless dominance.  
Maples and collogues (2014) argued that fearless dominance is related to a lack of sensitivity 
to punishment that is consistent with writings regarding primary psychopathy (Fowles 1980; 
Lykken 1995).  Maples et al. (2014) stated that “A lack of sensitivity to punishment or 
fearlessness was proposed as a mechanism to explain why psychopathic individuals behaved 
in maladaptive and antisocial ways” (p. 388).  This lack of sensitivity, or carefree nature 
regarding punishment, is one reason criminologists should take note of the importance 
fearless dominance plays regarding criminality and criminal justice practices.  
Edens and McDermott (2010) found that self-centered impulsivity has been shown to 
be positively associated with anger and impulsivity.  Furthermore, self-centered impulsivity 
was shown to be positively related to PCL-R total scores, behavior factors of the PCL-R, and 
antisocial factors of the PCL-R.  Moreover, self-centered impulsivity was related to 
substance abuse.  Falkenbach et al. (2007) found that self-centered impulsivity was positively 
related to self-report measure of aggressive behaviors.  Self-centered impulsivity was found 
to be a significant predictor of aggressive institutional misconduct (Edens et al. 2008).  Edens 
and colleagues (2008) used a sample of prisoners and found self-centered impulsivity 
predicted aggressive misconduct and nonaggressive infractions within the prison.  Ostrov and 
Houston (2008), using a student sample found that individuals who engaged in premeditated 
intimate partner violence scored higher on self-centered impulsivity and fearless dominance 




CHAPTER 4. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK  
Developmental and Life-Course Theories  
 Farrington (2012) stated, “Developmental and life-course criminology is concerned 
mainly with three topics: the development of offending and antisocial behavior from the 
womb to the tomb, the influence of risk and protective factors at different ages, and the 
effects of life events on the course of development” (p. 233).  The aim of developmental and 
life-course theory is to explain offending from an individual level.  Offending is measured by 
either official records or self-reported.  Moreover, life-course theories take into account the 
important nature of both protective and risk factors.  Protective factors are associated with a 
lower level of offending.  Whereas risk factors predict higher rates of offending.  Moreover, 
it is important for developmental and life-course criminology included the concepts of 
prevalence and incidence (Regoli, Hewitt, and DeLisi 2016).  First, prevalence is a measure 
of whether an offender committed any delinquency during a given period of time.  On the 
other hand, incidence is a measure of how much delinquency someone has committed during 
a period of time.  Different developmental theories focus on explaining these different 
concepts.  Moreover, one of the most important concepts in this school of criminology is the 
idea of a criminal career.  In sum, developmental and life-course theories contend that 
everyday personal troubles can compound into much larger problems such as substance 
abuse and criminogenic action.   
 Fox, Jennings, and Farrington (2015) suggested that bringing psychopathy into 
developmental and life-course criminology school of thought was beneficial.  The authors 
pointed out that many of basic premises from developmental and life-course theories play 
right into the incorporation of psychopathy.  Moreover, it could be argued that the focus this 
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dissertation has on ACEs makes developmental and life-course theories an appropriate 
choice.  For example, Moffitt (1993) suggested that environmental risk factors in childhood 
were strongly connected with psychopathic traits.  Furthermore, Fox and their colleagues 
(2015) point out that developmental and life-course theories often focus on severity of 
offending, with psychopaths consistently being associated with higher levels of offending.  
Other developmental and life-course theorist have argued that it is the antisocial potential, or 
an individual’s predisposition to display antisocial and criminal behavior (Farrington 2005).  
Lynam and colleagues (2009) found that psychopathy makes individuals more likely to seek 
out antisocial situations, which means they are more likely to seek out conditions ripe with 
crime. Again, psychopathy has been consistently shown to be to antisocial and a variety of 
criminal behavior.   
 DeLisi (2005, p. 53) stated, “As conventional wisdom and common sense would 
indicate, early family life is essential to the social and antisocial development of an 
individual.”  For instance, the size of a family, the amount of affection parents give, the level 
of monitoring and supervision of the child, parental criminality, parental temper, and parental 
mental health are all important indictors of serious criminogenic behavior (DeLisi 2005).  For 
example, Farrington and Loeber (1999) found that the effect family risk factors for career 
criminals were similar in the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development and the 
Pittsburgh Youth Study.  Furthermore, DeLisi (2005) stated that studies on career criminals 
have shown harsh, punitive, and laissez faire parenting have been shown to be impactful on 
an individual’s development.  In addition, childhood abuse and maltreatment is another 
important factor.  For example, Weeks and Widom (1998) found that 68% of incarcerated 
males in New York had self-reported childhood victimization.  Felons who were incarcerated 
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for violent crimes were significantly more likely to report physical abuse when compared to 
violent sexual offenders and nonviolent felons.   
 Coercive exchange theory examines how early parenting effects delinquent behavior.  
Patterson (2002) puts emphases on the exchanges between parents and children that occurred 
immediately after the child has misbehaved. If a parent is able to be consistent in the way the 
react to antisocial behavior using fair and consistent discipline so that the child quickly learns 
that misbehavior has undesirable consequences.  Accordingly, children will learn to abide by 
societal norms.  However, if parents do not monitor their children or if parental disciple is not 
consistent, children will not internalize this potential learning experience.  Moreover, some 
children are conditioned to use misbehavior to discourage parental discipline.  When this 
situation occurs, Patterson (2002) call this coercive exchange, where the usual roles become 
reversed and the child ends up controlling the behavior of the adult.  For example, a child 
could throw a temper tantrum in a store in order to get a toy they wanted and therefore would 
be in control of the situation.  This teaches children that they can get parents to do what they 
want by increasing their negative behavior.  Patterson (2002) also differentiated by two 
classes of offenders.  First, early starters are exposed to poor parenting styles.  This 
experience tends to engrain a general negativistic attitude that leads to peer rejection, a 
dislike for school, anger, and a host of mental health problems.  On the other hand, late 
starters are those whose delinquency starts later than the age of 14.  Late starters tend to be 
susceptible to the influence of delinquent peers if their parents do not monitor their behaviors 
closely.  Career criminality was not anticipated from late-starters because they are more of a 
normative delinquent who are influenced by delinquent peers.  However, early starts exhibit 
a variety of symptoms that are associated with chronic criminality.   
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 Moffitt (1993) discussed the developmental taxonomy that there are two categories of 
offenders.  First, adolescence-limited offenders, who are generally able to avoid antisocial 
impulses.  Adolescence-limited offender do however engage in delinquency for a short 
period of time during their teenage years.  To help us understand the process of adolescence-
limited offender Moffit described social mimicry, a process in which youths often have 
difficulty dealing with the changing expectations and responsibilities of their teenage years.  
However, eventually individuals who are adolescence-limited offenders move on and lead 
normative lives as they age out of criminality.  Generally, this delinquency is comprised of 
lower-level offenses such as underage drinking, marijuana use, shoplifting, and vandalism.  
For example, empirical findings suggest that adolescence-limited offenders engage in crime 
that is rebellious but not violent during what is considered the more difficult stages of 
puberty (Nagin, Farrington, and Moffitt 1995; Piquero and Brenzia 2001; McCabe, Hough, 
Wood, and Yeh 2001).  Second, Moffitt describes life-course persistent offenders, a smaller 
group of offenders who pose a threat to society because of their high levels of criminality.  
Moffit states that there are two important neuropsychological deficits.  First, verbal functions 
encompass reading capability, problem-solving skills, writing, and communication.  
Secondly, executive functions relate to personality and behavioral characteristics that include 
impulsivity and inattentiveness.  The conflict that is created from these two 
neuropsychological deficits causes problems in relationships and employment that can lock 
an individual into career criminality.  Individuals with these issues tend to be fidgety, 
destructive, defiant, and show outbursts of violence (DeLisi 2005).  Beyond the 
neuropsychological factors, Moffit states that life-course persistent offenders are raised in 
environments that are improvised both by social and health standards.  Findings suggest that 
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childhood disadvantage and poor home environments and closely linked (Farrington, Barnes, 
and Lambert 1996; Henry, Moffitt, Robins, and Earls 1993; Henry, Caspi, Moffitt, and Silva 
1996; Loeber and Farrington 2000; Maughan, Pickles, Rowe, Costello, and Angold 2000; 
Robins and O’Neal 1958; Robins and Wish 1977).  Moffitt also discussed the importance of 
age and its relationship to antisocial behavior.  The peak of criminal behavior is about the age 
17 and drops sharply as individuals move into young adulthood.   
Empirical Findings Using Developmental and Life-Course Theories  
 For example, Savolainen and colleagues (2015) used data from the 1986 Northern 
Finland Birth Cohort Study to examine the life-course of individuals who commit felony 
offenses.  The authors limited their analysis to only men because of the low incidence of 
felony offenses among the females in the full sample.  This left the authors with a 4,644 all 
male sample.  The authors included measures for childhood behavioral disorders, felony 
offending, adolescent-level mediators, and an index of family adversity.  The authors noted 
all individuals with ADHD and Disruptive Behavior Disorder as diagnosed by a child 
psychiatrist.  Felony offending was gathered from The Central Register for Criminal Records 
and included all official convictions and fines.  The authors were able to obtain data from the 
sample from ages 15 to 21.  The adolescent-level mediators were based on self-report 
information that was administered at the age of 15.  This age was picked because in Finland 
this is the age when an individual can be held criminally responsible.  These self-report 
variables consisted of alcohol use, academic performance, and peer marginalization.  The 
index of family adversity included 8 items.  The first grouping came from a parental survey 
during pregnancy and included the following items: parents were not living together, mother 
was unemployed or on disability, father was on disability or did not work, mother had less 
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than 10 years of education.  Moreover, the following items were included in a parent survey 
at the age of 7: father dropped out of school, mother had dropped out of school, if the father 
or mother was on disability.  Findings indicated that 9.3% of the sample had been convicted 
of a felony.  The index of family adversity was statistically significant in a positive direction 
regarding felony offending.  Furthermore, both alcohol use and low academic performance 
were shown to be significantly related to felony convictions.  Of note, ADHD was not 
significantly related to having a felony conviction but Disruptive Behavior Disorder was 
statistically significant in predicting an individual having a felony connection.   
 Murray et al. (2015) used birth cohorts from Brazil and Britain to examine how 
childhood behavior problems predict crime and violence.  For Brazil, the authors used the 
1993 Pelotas Birth Cohort Study which is a population based study that examines the impact 
of a variety of development and health factors.  Pelotas has an estimated population of 
345,179 with 93% of that population living in an urban setting.  A final sample of 5,249 
individuals were used in the Pelotas Birth Cohort Study.  For Britain, the Avon Longitudinal 
Study of Parents and Children was used.  A total of sample of 14,762 individuals were used 
in the current study from this particular birth cohort.  The authors were able to measure for 
behavior problems at the age of 11 such as conduct problems and hyperactivity.  Moreover, 
crime and violence at the age of 18 was gathered using self-report measures.  Given the self-
report nature of the data, the researchers were able to measure a variety of different 
criminality.  As expected, males exhibited higher levels were more likely than females to 
have both conduct problems and hyperactivity in both cohorts.  Furthermore, males were 
more likely than females to self-report violent crime and non-violent crime.  However, when 
comparing females from Brazil and Britain findings show the predictably of behavioral 
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factors differ between groups.  For both samples conduct disorder was a significant predictor 
of non-violent crime.  However, conduct disorder and hyper activity were only strong 
predictors of non-violent crime for the Brazilian sample and not the British cohort.  For 
males in the Brazilian cohort, the only significant relationship was hyperactive and violent 
crime.  However, with males from Britain, there was a significant relationship between 
conduct disorder and non-violent and hyper activity and violent crime.  Overall, results show 
that childhood conduct problems and hyperactivity can serve as risk factors for future 
criminal activity.   
 Wright, Carter, and Cullen (2005) conducted a life-course analysis by examining 
military veterans who serviced in Vietnam and crime.  The authors used data from the 
Marion County Youth Survey, which was a 12-wave panel study of high school males in 
Oregon.  The initial data collection occurred with high school sophomores and continued 
through the age of 30.  Researchers were able to include data for self-control using 3 items 
and taking their score on those items and forming an index.  Education and socioeconomic 
status were also controlled for in their analysis.  Findings showed that men who were in the 
military after high school had lower scores on the self-control scale, preformed worse in 
school, had a lower socioeconomic status and had a more extensive juvenile criminal history 
when compared to those who did not participate in the military.  Moreover, fighting in the 
Vietnam War increased drug usage and was associated with being arrested later in life.   
 Siennick and Staff (2008) studied educational deficits among delinquent youth.  A 
two-staged sample that was nationally representative of eight-graders was employed by the 
authors.  After the authors used listwise deletion for missing cases, they were left with a final 
sample of 7,573 respondents.  Educational attainment was measured as the individuals 
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having attended any postsecondary institution or received a BA/BS degree or higher.  Data 
showed that only 43% of the sample that attended college eventually graduated.  10th grade 
measurements included variables for delinquency, educational expectations, effort, GPA, and 
academic ability.  Delinquency included measurements for frequency of fighting, alcohol and 
drug use, and arrest.  Educational expectations included student’s expected educational 
attainment.  Effort was measured using teacher’s reports of if the juvenile worked hard in 
class, how often they completed homework that was assigned, and how attentive the youth 
was in class.  Correlation results showed delinquency was associated with lower 
socioeconomic status and poor academic ability.  Students who had high levels of 
educational expectations were more likely to not only attend but graduate from college.  
Compared to nondelinquents, delinquent youth completed less education, were less likely to 
attend college, and therefore less likely to obtain a degree.  Moreover, delinquents do not 
give as much effort in school and were less likely to know how they were doing in school.   
 Jokela, Power, and Kivimaki (2009) examined childhood problem behaviors over the 
life course.  The authors set out to examine if externalizing and internalizing behaviors that 
are expressed in childhood predict adulthood outcomes.  The sample was derived from the 
1958 British birth cohort and totaled 11,537 individuals.  Behaviors from childhood were 
assessed at ages 7, 11, and 16 from teachers and self-reported by individuals at ages 23, 33, 
and 42.  Childhood family environment was assessed at age 7 and included measures for 
father’s social class, family difficulties, and family size.  Moreover, measures for having 
troubles with mental illness in the household, finances, physical illnesses, parents death, 
divorce, domestic conflicts, unemployment, and alcoholism were included.  Adult 
psychological distress information was collected at ages 23, 33, and 42. To assess 
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psychological distress, questions pertaining to depression, violence, irritability were asked.  
Externalizing behavior was predictive of an increase in injury risk.  Specifically, 
externalizing behavior was associated with an increased risk of assault victimization.  Those 
who scored one standard deviation above the mean for externalizing factors were 10 to 20% 
more likely to be injured at home, from traffic, or from a violent assault.  However, 
internalizing behavior decreased the potential of injury risk.   
 Moffit et al. (2011) examined how childhood self-control predicted future health, 
wealth, and criminal offending.  The authors used data from the Dunedin Multidisciplinary 
Health and Development Study, which is a longitudinal birth cohort study of 1,037 children 
who were followed from birth to the age of 32 with a retention rate of 96%.  Outcome 
variables such as substance dependence, and metabolic issues were used as health measures.  
Wealth variables included low income, single-parent child rearing, credit problems, and bad 
savings habits.  Moreover, convictions for crime were measured.  Findings show that while 
childhood socioeconomic status was an important predictor of future wealth, poor self-
control displayed strong validity when predicting the socioeconomic position of an individual 
by the age of 32.  Furthermore, children with low self-control were less likely to be 
financially planful than their counterparts.  In fact, those with low self-control in childhood 
tended to struggle finically into adulthood and reported more money-management issues and 
had higher levels of credit problems.  In total, 24% of the study had individuals who were 
convicted of a crime by the age of 32.  In fact, 45% of individuals who were classified as 
having low self-control had been convicted of a crime.  Even after accounting for social class 
of origin and intelligence, children with low self-control were significantly more likely to be 
convicted of a criminal offense.  
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CHAPTER 5. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Psychopathy and Substance Abuse 
Colins et al. (2012) set out to study psychopathic traits as predictors of recidivism 
within male adolescents who were housed in a detention center.  The authors employed the 
Youth Psychopathic Traits Inventory (YPTI) to measure psychopathy among their sample of 
223 individuals.  Recidivism was measured using both four different ways and allowed for a 
richer analysis.  Violent recidivism, captured murder, manslaughter, sex offenses, assaults, 
and theft with violence.  Severe nonviolent recidivism referred to burglary, arson, threats, 
and other minor offenses such as traffic offenses.  Substance-related rearrests encompassed 
possession and dealing drugs.  Lastly, general recidivism referred to severe nonviolent, minor 
nonviolent, and substance-related rearrests.  The average follow up period was 3.3 years and 
92.4% had recidivated.  Sociodemographic characteristics that were examined included age, 
origin, and parental occupation.  The authors went on to create a socioeconomic status 
measure based on the parental occupation.  Using logistic regression with odds ratios the 
authors found that a 1 unit increase in the behavioral dimension of the YPTI equated to a 
253% likelihood of substance related recidivism.  However, the YPTI did not show 
significant with other recidivism measures included in their study.  The authors concluded 
that the psychopathy was not a good measure for predicting official violent recidivism, at 
least with Youth.  However, they go on to state that given the lack of attention that this issue 
has received by the field that further analysis is necessary and that the YPTI may not be truly 
capturing the impact that psychopathy has on recidivism measures.   
 Hawes and colleagues (2015) set out to examine the complex relationship between 
psychopathy and alcohol use during adulthood.  The authors employed a sample of 1,170 
33 
male youth who participated in the Pathways to Desistance project which is a multisite study 
of serious adolescent offenders who are aged 14 to 17 at the time of enrollment and are 
followed into young adulthood.  The multisite nature of the data allowed researchers to 
included individuals from Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and Phoenix, Arizona.  Individuals 
were selected after reviewing court files in both sites and identifying individuals who were 
found guilty of a variety of serious offenses, overwhelmingly felonies.  Demographically, the 
male sample was 42% Black, 19% White, and 34% Hispanic.  Individuals completed a 
baseline interview and 6 month follow ups for the first 3 years, after the first 3 years there 
was an annual follow up for 7 years.  Despite the large gap between follow ups there was a 
90% retention rate across the follow up periods.  The authors measured psychopathy using 
the Youth Psychopathic Traits Inventory-Short Version (YPI-S).  Alcohol use was measured 
using self-report questions via a modified Substance Use/Abuse Inventory scale.  Across 
multiple models, findings reveled a significant relationship between the YPI-S and alcohol 
use.  Moreover, supplemental models showed that the positive relationship between the YPI-
S and alcohol use held across ethnic groups.  However, using a sample that was focused on 
male juvenile offenders calls into question the validity of the findings being generalizable to 
females and other samples.   
 Smith and Newman (1990) examined the relationship between psychopathy and 
substance abuse among 360 white inmates between the ages of 18 and 40 at a minimum 
security state prison.  The authors used the PCL-R to assess psychopathy among the 
correctional sample.  The authors categories individuals with scores on the PCL-R to account 
for the varying degrees of psychopathy within their sample.  Three categories were created: 
individuals with scores of 20 or lower were used as the control group, subjects with scores 
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between 21 and 29 were classified as the middle subjects, and those with 30 or above were 
deemed the psychopaths.  Substance abuse was measured using the National Institute of 
Mental Health Diagnostic Interview Schedule.  Substance abuse was higher in the 
psychopathic group when compared to the middle subjects and control group.  Moreover, 
total PCL-R scores were significantly related to substance abuse.  Findings indicated that 
factor 2 of the PCL-R, which measures antisocial lifestyle and social deviance was 
significantly related to substance abuse.  Whereas, factor 1 scores of the PCL-R, which 
measure personality traits were not significant in accounting for substance abuse.  
 Schulz, Murphy, and Verona (2016) studied the potential of gender differences in 
psychopathy and substance use.  Schulz et al. opted to use a sample of 318 participants with a 
history of illicit drug use in that past 6 months or criminal justice involvement within the past 
12 months.  The preponderance of the sample had a history of involvement in the criminal 
justice system in the form of incarceration or probation/parole (70.1%).  Moreover, 31.1% 
histories of mandated substance abuse treatment.  Of the 318 in the sample, 134 (42.1%) 
were women and the age ranged from 18 to 82 with an average age of 34.75 years old.  
Racially, the sample was 48.1% Black and 36.5% White.  The sample has a wide range of 
educational attainment with 56% having completed some college, 25.5% having a high 
school diploma or the equivalent, and 18.2% drooping our before or during high school.  
There were no statistically significant differences between the genders age, ethnicity, or 
educational attainment.  Drug use variables were adopted from the Structured Clinical 
Interview for DSM-IV Disorders.  Specific attention was placed on all major drug categories 
such as amphetamines, opiates, cannabis, and cocaine.  Drug abuse and dependence 
symptoms were calculated along with age was first drug use was also included in this 
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portion.  Psychopathy was measured using The Psychopathy Checklist: Screening Version 
(PCL-SV) with items including typical psychopathy life history interviews, social, 
occupational, childhood milieu, and romantic histories.  Findings indicate that both drug 
abuse and dependence symptoms were positively related with age, with older individuals 
having more time across the life course to display and report symptoms.  Factor two of the 
PCL-SV showed a positive and significant relationship with both drug abuse and 
dependence.  Whereas PCL-SV factor one showed no significant effect for either.  Moreover, 
gender did not modify the relationship between PCL-SV factor two and drug dependence and 
PCL-SV factor one were also not modified by gender.  Childhood adversity was associated to 
first using drugs at a younger age.  One way to interpret this finding was that substance abuse 
was used as a coping mechanism to deal with the strain that an ACEs can have. Lastly, age 
and ethnicity were linked to a versatility of drug usage, with older White participants 
reporting a wider range of drug usage.  
 Drake, Kaye, and Finlay-Jones (1998) examined drug use more specifically by 
looking at injecting heroin use in relation to psychopathy.  Their total sample was 550 
subjects with three subcategories: 200 community-based methadone maintenance patients, 
200 prison inmates who participated in methadone maintenance program in prison, and 150 
prison inmates who had no history of heroin usage.  The average age of the subjects did not 
change between the different groups.  The median time subjects had been enrolled in the 
community-based methadone maintenance programs was 24 months.  Prison inmates in 
methadone maintenance programs had been partaking in the program for a median of 6 
months.  The average methadone dose was significantly higher for the prison sample then the 
community sample.  The PCL-R was administered and used for the measure of psychopathy.  
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The authors used a cut point of 30 or higher on the PCL-R for a diagnosis of psychopathy.  
Males were significantly more likely to meet the criteria for a psychopathy diagnosis.  
Moreover, psychopathy diagnosis was consistently found across all three groups.  Findings 
indicated that antisocial personality disorder was present in higher levels of methadone 
patients then psychopathy.   
 Rutherford and colleagues (1997) set out to examine the validity of the PCL-R within 
male substance abusers, specially, those who are male methadone patients.  The authors 
relied on a sample of 251 lower socioeconomic status opiate dependent males between the 
ages of 18 and 45.  Participants came from a community maintenance program and a 
Veterans Administration Methadone Maintenance program.  Demographically, the majority 
of the sample was Black (58%) and single (76.4%) with an average age of 41 years old.  The 
average years of engaging in drug use was 16 years for heroin, 3 years for cocaine, and 
regularly used alcohol for 6 years.  On average, the sample had been arrested 8 times for drug 
offenses and had spent 23 months incarcerated during their life.  A PCL-R interview was 
conducted and used as the studies measure for psychopathy.  A stronger correlation was 
found between factor two scores and substance abuse when compared to factor one scores.  
Factor one and factor two scores both related to the lifetime use of heroin and cocaine.  
Moreover, the amount of time a person spent incarcerated was related to both psychopathy 
factors.   
 Rice and Harris (1995) examined alcohol abuse, psychopathy, and violent recidivism 
using a sample of 685.  Psychopathy was measured using a modified version of the PCL-R.  
Alcohol abuse was calculated as a dichotomous measure and based off of four other 
dichotomous variables: teenage alcohol problems, adult alcohol problems, prior offenses that 
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involved alcohol, and alcohol involved in any index offenses.  The dependent variable, 
violent recidivism, was defined as any criminal offense for a transgression against another 
person or any violent act in prison that the researchers deemed to qualify as such a charge.  
191 of the 618 individuals in the study violently recidivated and 347 were deemed to have an 
alcohol problem.  Psychopaths were more likely to have been considered to partake in 
problematic alcohol use when compared to the non-psychopathic group.  The results 
indicated that psychopathy was highly predicative of violent recidivism.  However, alcohol 
abuse was also predictive of violent recidivism.  Yet, psychopaths were more likely to be 
have been coded as alcohol abusers, thus, the effects alcohol abuse has on violent recidivism 
are complex.  Yet, Rice and Harris (p. 341, 1995) stated. “In summary, among persons at 
high risk for future violence, psychopaths are at especially high risk.  Alcohol abusers are at 
risk compared to non-abusers.”  Therefore, the relationship between psychopathy and alcohol 
abuse should be noted.   
 Derefinko and Lynam (2007) used the Five Factor Model as a way to conceptualize 
psychopathy among a drug abusing sample.  The authors used a sample of 297 individuals, 
the bulk of which were Black (87%).  All of the sample had engaged in crack cocaine use at 
some point in their lives.  Additionally, 46% reported being employed in either a part-time or 
full-time capacity, 19% were homeless, and 86% reported having been arrested for a crime.  
Female participants reported a high rate of having used sex as a way to obtain drugs and 
money (64.2%).  Whereas the majority of males reported using money as a way to get sex or 
drugs (59.1%).  Individuals were asked to create their substance usage history for the past 
two years with a specificity on alcohol, marijuana, cocaine, crack cocaine, inhalants, 
amphetamines, methamphetamines, and heroin usage.  Psychopathy was measured using the 
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BSI, which is a 53 question self-report inventory of psychological indicators that are assessed 
using a 5-point Likert scale.  The NEO Personality Inventory-Revised (NEO PI-R) is the 
self-report questionnaire that was used to measure the personality dimensions of the Five 
Factor Model of personality.  Psychopathy was significantly and positively related to higher 
levels of alcohol use, marijuana use, and crack cocaine use over the past two years.  Also, 
psychopathy showed a significant and positive relationship with engaging in risky sex yet 
displayed a negative relationship for age of first sexual intercourse for males.  Moreover, 
psychopathy was significantly and negatively related to age of onset for engaging in 
substance abuse.  Using the Five Factor Model, there were significant relationships between 
cluster A measures showed minimal significant relations to arrests and risky sex variables.  
However, cluster A was negatively related to age of onset for substance use and positive 
relation with alcohol and marijuana use. Cluster C showed to be negative and significantly 
related to arrest charges and risky sexual behaviors.   
 Richard, Casey, and Lucente (2003) used a sample of 404 females who were 
incarcerated in a substance abuse treatment program and examined the impact that 
psychopathy had on the program.  Demographically, 64% of the sample was African 
American, 35% reported as White, and 1% were Asian/Hispanic.  The substance abuse 
treatment program was part of the National Institute on Drug Abuse.  Females who were part 
of the program had a history of drug abusing behaviors, had at least 18 months left until their 
release date, and had been given scores for the PCL-R.  The substance abuse individuals had 
engaged in was wide ranging with 61% primary using heroin or cocaine, 14.2% had another 
drug as their substance of choice, 20.5% had a combination of substance they used, and just 
4% had an alcohol problem.  Individuals who scored a 30 and above on the PCL-R were 
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passed to additional interviewers to confirm their high psychopathy.  Institutional infractions 
were placed into five categories: violence, disruptive behavior, other serious infractions, 
lesser infractions, and drug offense infractions.  The relationship between psychopathy and 
no showing for a urinary analysis was statistically significant, with those who showed higher 
levels of psychopathy being more likely to avoid urinary analysis.  Moreover, the 
relationship between psychopathy and avoiding urinary analysis was strongest among 
women.  Overall, findings showed that PCL-R scores were significantly related with poor 
treatment responses, removal from programs due to failure to comply, violent, and disruptive 
prison violations, and no showing for urinary analysis.  
 Vassileva and colleagues (2011) conducted a study comprised of 92 currently 
abstinent male heroin users.  The age of the sample ranged from 18 to 50.  All subject met 
the criteria for heroin dependence according to the DSM-IV.  Psychopathy was measured 
using the PCL-R and individuals were classified into psychopathic and non-psychopathic 
categories using a cutoff score of 25.  Within the sample, 72 individuals fell into the non-
psychopathic category and the remaining 20 were classified as psychopathic.  Results 
indicate that psychopathic individuals were significantly more likely to have greater history 
of incarceration than the non-psychopathic sample.   
 Rutherford, Cacciola, and Alterman (1999) set out to study the presence of antisocial 
personality disorder and psychopathy in women who were cocaine dependent.  There was 
137 women who were seeking treatment for cocaine dependence at an urban hospital 
comprised the sample.  The average women in the study was African American, 32 years old, 
had one child living with them, and currently identified their relationship status as single.  
The majority of women reported they had never been treated for psychiatric problems during 
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the life course (79.7).  Individuals reported engaging in illegal activity 5 days on average 
over the past month.  Despite the engagement in illegal activity, only 39.9% had ever been 
arrested.  However, for those who had been arrested they averaged 2 arrests and spent 1.2 
months incarcerated.  The average individual had used cocaine for 7 years, alcohol use for 10 
years, marijuana use for 8 years, and 1 year of sedative use.  Substance use was also 
measured for the month prior to entering treatment with women reporting an average of 18 
days for cocaine, 12 days for alcohol, 6 days for marijuana, and 2 days for sedatives.  
Psychopathy was measured using the PCL-R.  As the PCL-R scores increased, so did the 
number of lifetime arrests, months of incarceration, and the severity of her drug use history.  
Comparing women who had less than 20 on the PCL-R and those who had 20 or more 
yielded some important findings.  The significant differences between the groups showed 
that those with moderate psychopathy, as measured by a score of 20 or more, were involved 
in higher levels of illegal activities.   
 Windle (1999) examined psychopathy among alcoholic inpatients at a New York 
state alcohol treatment inpatient center.  A total of 802 individuals and was made up of 481 
men and 321 women ranging from 19 to 57 years of age.  The ethnicity classifications for 
men and women respectively were: African American 41%, 69%, Hispanic 30%, 13%; and 
Caucasians 27%. 16%.  The authors note that the low socioeconomic status of the entire 
sample could be problematic in terms of generalizability.  Psychopathy was measured using 
the PCL-R.  Findings indicated that those meeting the psychopathy criteria were more likely 
to have had a police contact prior to the age of 16 then those who did not met the criteria for 
psychopathy.  Moreover, engaging in arson was more common among the psychopathic 
group.  The difference between the two groups for pathological drinking approached 
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significance.  Those with lower PCL-R scores were more likely to report withdrawal 
symptoms from alcohol and reported that they used drinking as a means for coping.  There 
was also a comorbid effect with the psychopathic group also reporting higher levels of 
psychological issues such as generalized anxiety disorder, panic disorder, and schizophrenia.   
  Cunningham et al. (1993) examined the psychopathology of individuals who were 
dependent on cocaine and alcohol.  The sample included 144 male veterans with 113 meeting 
the diagnostic criteria or cocaine dependency and 31 meeting criteria for both cocaine 
dependency and alcohol dependency.  Of note, the sample was comprised solely of African 
American males.  Psychopathology was measured using the Minnesota Multiphasic 
Personality Inventory.  Results showed no differences in age, income, or lifetime drug use 
between the two groups.  However, results did show that individuals who abused both 
alcohol and cocaine exhibited a higher degree of psychopathology.   
Psychopathy and Violent Crime 
 Walsh and Kossen (2007) examined the relationship between psychopathy, 
socioeconomic status, ethnicity, and violent crime.  The study included 199 individuals, all of 
them were male, aged 17 to 40, and were sentenced of one year or less for both felony and 
misdemeanor crimes in a Northeastern Illinois county jail.  Psychopathy was measured using 
the PCL-R.  Socioeconomic status was measured using the Hollingshead Index 
(Hollingshead and Redlich, 1958) which uses weighted scores for occupational and 
educational achievement to create a single index score.  Higher scores on the Hollingshead 
Index indicate lower levels of socioeconomic status. Prior violent charges were found using 
jail pre-trail files and included robbery, assault, murder, weapons charges, kidnapping, and 
sex crimes excluding indecent exposure.  Data on recidivism was also gathered from official 
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sources and was assessed over a 3-year window of time.  Results indicate that African 
Americans had slightly lower socioeconomic status but had slightly higher PCL-R scores 
when compared with Caucasians.  Psychopathy approached significance for predicting 
violent recidivism at 12 months but was a significant predictor of violent reconviction at 36 
months.  Two-way interactions between socioeconomic status and psychopathy was 
evidenced to be a significant predictor of arrests leading to a violent conviction among the 
Caucasian sample.  Contrarily, the African American sample did not exhibit this significant 
finding.  Further analysis showed that socioeconomic status was an important predictor for 
individuals who were psychopaths but not for non-psychopaths in regard to arrests leading to 
a violent conviction.  Further, higher socioeconomic status psychopaths were significant less 
likely then lower socioeconomic status psychopaths to have an arrest leading to a violent 
conviction.   
 Colins and colleagues (2017) examined psychopathic traits and antisocial outcomes in 
incarcerated girls.  The 95 girls were placed in an all-girl youth detention center and were 
referred to the center by a juvenile court judge after being adjudicated or due to poor 
educational conditions such as truancy, running away, or prostitution.  The age of the sample 
ranged from 13.81 to 17.89, 51% were deemed to be of low socioeconomic status, 34% did 
not live with at least one of their biological parents, and 24% had been involved in the 
juvenile justice system previously.  To measure psychopathy the authors used the Antisocial 
Personality Disorder Self-Report instrument.  The authors contend that the tool hits on 
psychopathic-like traits.  For example, impulsivity and narcissism are included in the 20-item 
assessment.  Antisocial behaviors were gathered from a self-reported delinquency with 7 
questions pertaining to violent offenses.  Demographics on the sample that were included in 
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the analysis included age, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity.  Socioeconomic status was 
considered low when both parents were unemployed or worked as unskilled laborers.  
Findings show that the proxy measure for psychopathy predicted not only violent crime but 
also past substance abuse.  Specifically, the subcomponent antisocial personality disorder, 
narcissism, was significantly related to violent offenses.  Yet, findings showed that none of 
the antisocial personality disorder scores were significantly related to nonviolent offenses.  
However, with a small sample of only 95 and the use of a proxy measure of psychopathy 
further tests to validate these findings are necessary.   
 Boccio and Beaver (2018) set out to study violent crime and the successful 
psychopath, or those who go primarily undetected by the criminal justice system.  The 
question is if individuals with high levels of psychopathy are able to avoid detection or if 
these traits make them more likely to be apprehended by the criminal justice system for 
committing violent acts. The authors used data from the National Longitudinal Study of 
Adolescent to Adult Health.  The outcome measures included number of arrests and number 
of crimes.  Moreover, criminal failure was measured using both the number of arrests and the 
number of crimes variables.  This allows for a breakdown of crimes that were detected and 
those that went unpunished.  Psychopathic personality traits were assessed using the 
Psychopathic Personality Traits Scales.  According to the correlation matrix psychopathy was 
significantly and positively related to total criminal acts committed in both the sample of 
males and females.  Individuals with higher levels of psychopathy tended to commit more 
crimes.  Moreover, regression results indicate that psychopath personality traits were 
significantly associated with the odds or arrest for both males and females when controlling 
for self-reported criminal engagement.  Psychopathic personality traits were not associated 
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with the rate of criminal failure among those who reported at least one crime.  Additionally, 
psychopathic personality traits were not related to criminal failure rate in the full sample or 
the male sample.  However, results showed that females with higher levels of psychopathic 
personality traits were more likely to circumvent arrest when compared with females who 
exhibited lower levels of psychopathy.  Overall, the findings present minimal evidence that  
psychopathic personality traits were related to being a successful criminal.  In fact, since 
psychopathic personality traits were positively related to arrests, we can infer that these traits 
actually increase the odds of detection.   
 McCuish et al. (2015) examined the role psychopathy has in persistent violent 
offenders over their criminal career.  The authors used a sample of 326 offenders.  The 
gender breakdown for the sample was 262 males and 64 females.  60% of the sample was 
Caucasian, with 24.8% coded as Aboriginal, and the remaining 14.3% coded as other.  
Offenders were 16 years old at the time of the assessment and criminal history was tracked 
until the age of 28.  The authors used the PCL:YV to assess psychopathy which is a 60 to 90-
minute semi-structured interview along with a view of file-based information.  Along with 
measuring psychopathy, the authors controlled for a variety of criminogenic risk factors.  
Substance use included eight dichotomized variables for alcohol, marijuana, hallucinogens, 
ecstasy, cocaine, heroin, crack cocaine, and crystal meth.  School behavior issues included 
measures age when individuals first started getting into trouble at school, age when they 
began skipping school, the number of times an individual changed schools, and whether the 
offender was attending school prior to their incarceration.  Abuse experiences included self-
report measures for if an individual had ever experienced physical or sexual abuse.  Sexual 
activity was measured using the age of onset of consensual sexual activity.  Personality 
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development was measured using Schneider’s (1990) Good Citizen Scale, which is a 15 item 
self-report inventory.  Aggression was assessed by asking youth about the frequency of their 
involvement in physical fights, if they got angry easily, and if they had previous had 
someone tell them they had a bad temper.  Family delinquency was measured using by 
asking the youth to report if their biological siblings or biological parents had substance 
abuse issues, had experiences physical or sexual abuse, had involvement in the criminal 
justice system, or had a mental illness.  Next, residential mobility measured whether the 
offender left home for more than a day to live with someone else, if they had ever been 
kicked out of their home for more than a day, if they were raised by their biological parents, 
and if they ever lived in foster care or other systems of ministry care.  Offending was 
measured using the official data from the British Columbia Corrections system.  Violent 
offenses were defined as any criminal offense that involved physical contract or the use of a 
weapon to threaten physical harm.  The types of violent offenses this sample committed 
included assault, assault with a weapon, aggravated assault, manslaughter, and murder.  To 
illustrate the nature of the sample the author reported that 6.1% had been convicted of murder 
of manslaughter and 84% had been convicted of at least one violent crime.  Overall, the 
offenders averaged 1,166 days in custody.  Findings show that psychopathy was a 
significantly related to offenders who were categorized as high violence and low non-
violence and high violence and high non-violence.  Psychopathy was not related to the low 
violence and high non-violent group.  The antisocial factors of psychopathy were the only 
subfactor of psychopathy that was significant for the high violence and high non-violent 
category.  The authors suggest that these symptoms of psychopathy allow individuals to 
engage in criminal opportunities without hesitation.   
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 Mager, Bresin, and Verona (2014) examined gender, psychopathy, and violent 
behavior in the form of intimate partner violence.  The authors used a sample of 250 men and 
women with a recent drug or violent history.  The break down was 108 females and 142 
males who averaged 43 years old.  Despite being recruited from substance abuse treatment 
agency and not a correctional setting 55% of the sample had a history of incarceration and 
60% were on or had been on probation or parole.  The major of participants identified as a 
Black (49%), followed by Caucasian (36%), Mixed Ethnicity (7%), Asian (2%), Hispanic 
(2%), and Native American (1%).  Educationally, about half the sample had at least some 
college education, 25% had a high school diploma or GED, and 21% had dropped out of high 
school.  Psychopathy was assessed using the PCL:SV. Intimate partner violence was 
measured via self-report scales about behaviors in the current or most recent relationships.  
For both males and females psychopathy was positively related to intimate partner violence.  
Of note, the authors found a significant interaction between gender and factor 1 psychopathy 
scores in explaining intimate partner violence.  Moreover, this relationship was stronger in 
men when compared to women.  As far as victimization was concerned, women reported 
more frequent intimate partner violence then males in the sample.   
 Cornell and colleagues (1996) examined psychopathy in both instrumental and 
reactive violent offenders.  The authors used a sample of 106 male inmates from a medium 
security prison in Virginia.  The average age of the individuals in the study was 32 years old.  
Demographically, the sample had 68 Caucasians and 56 African Americans.  The sample 
produced a wide variety of offenses with individuals incarcerated from homicide, felony 
assault, robbery, larceny, burglary, fraud, drug offenses, and parole violations.  
Consequently, the average length of an individual’s sentence was 16 years with an average of 
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3.3 years already served.  Moreover, the average number of prior criminal convictions was 
12 and suggests a high level of criminogenic behaviors within the sample.  The sample was 
grouped into nonviolent offenders, reactive violent offenders, and instrumental offenders 
based on the outcomes of the authors review of institutional records such as presentence 
reports, mental health records, infraction reports, and accounts of previous violent offenses.  
Reactive violence was involved some form of retaliation due to some provocation or 
perceived threat.  Instrumental violence is more goal-oriented and generally has a purpose of 
achieving something beyond what the violence produces, such as robbery.  In total, 38 
offenders were nonviolent, 36 were reactive violent, and 32 were categorized as instrumental 
violent.  Psychopathy was measured using the PCL-R and included factor 1 and factor 2 
scores.  Chi squared analysis showed Instrumental offenders to be more likely than reactive 
offenders to plan out violent offenses.  Psychopathy was shown to be correlated with age and 
time served in prison.  There was a significant difference in PCL-R scores, factor 1, and 
factor 2 between reactive and instrumental violent offenders.  On all three measures 
instrumental violent offenders scored significantly higher.  The findings suggest that 
instrumental violent offenders are statistically different from reactive violent offenders.  
Moreover, instrumental violent offenders were significantly more psychopathic.  Authors 
suggested that instrumental violence may be a supplementary factor within psychopathic 
offenders.   
 Làngström and Grann (2002) examined how psychopathy impacted violent 
recidivism among a population of criminal offenders.  The sample was comprised of young 
violent offenders that committed homicides, assaults, or robbery.  For violent offenders the 
average age at the time of the crime they had been convicted of was 18.79 years old.  
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Psychopathy was measured for the sample using the PCL-R.  The authors used a 24-month 
window to examine recidivism to standardize the time of probation/parole for the whole 
sample.  The study also controlled first generation immigrant status, socioeconomic status, 
low grades in school, prior psychiatric treatment, IQ, substance abuse, and age at first 
conviction.  Using a ROC analysis the author found that PCL-R total score produced a .65 
area under the curve.  This suggests that PCL-R total scores were a significant predictor of 
recidivism.  Using logistic regression with odds ratios should a significant effect of PCL-R 
total score and violent recidivism.  However, the effect was gone when conduct disorder 
diagnosis before the age of 15 was introduced into the model.  Overall, multiple statistical 
analysis showed that psychopathy was a strong predictor of violent recidivism.   
 Camp et al. (2013) took an in-depth look at the relationship between psychopathy and 
violence.  The authors gathered a sample of 158 male prison inmates.  The sample broke 
down demographically as 56% African American and 44% White, with an average age of 31.  
The authors employed two measures of psychopathy by using the PCL-R and the PPI.  By 
using both measures the authors were able to examine if there was any variances between the 
two measurements.  The authors broke the PPI into fearless dominance (social potency, stress 
immunity, and fearlessness) and impulsive antisociality (impulsive nonconformity, blame 
externalization, Machiavellian egocentricity, and carefree nonplanfulness) to examine a 
wider variety of the role psychopathy plays on violence.  With the PCL-R the authors used a 
two factor break down of psychopathy with scales for interpersonal/affective traits and social 
deviance.  For violence, the authors used three different measures.  First, they examined 
serious proximate violence, which was based on a 90-day follow-up interview with offenders 
and a review of their records.  The authors defined this type of violence as physical 
49 
aggression resulting in injury, sexual assault, threats with a weapon, and the use of a weapon.  
This type of violence largely revolves around institutional violence within the prison.  
Secondly, the authors looked at verbal or physical aggressive infractions based upon official 
disciplinarily records from the prison over a 1-year period after their initial interview.  Lastly, 
they evaluated violent arrest in the community using the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
arrest records that covered 1 year of prison release for the sample.  The authors defined this 
community violence as an arrest for violence such as murder, battery, assault, robbery, sexual 
assault, or rape.  Upon examination of ROC models for proximate serious violence, one of 
the PCL-R scores showed to be above .70.  Whereas the PPI total, fearless dominance, and 
impulsive antisociality all were above .70.  This suggests the PPI was a better predictor of 
proximate serious violence when compared to the PCL-R.  For verbal or physical prison 
infractions none of the subscales for psychopathy or the total scales should to be good 
predictors according the ROC curves.  For violent arrest post release only the PPI subscale of 
impulsive antisociality showed to be a good predictor.  These findings suggest the PPI and its 
variants may be the optimal psychopathy assessment for a criminal population.   
 Serin (1991) investigated violent behavior and the relationship.  Serin used a sample 
of 87 inmates incarcerated at a medium security federal prison.  Interviews were conducted 
that contained questions pertaining to psychopathy, child abuse, and prior violent behavior.  
Case files were reviewed post interview to corroborate interview information that was 
obtained in the interview to complete the PCL.  Upon examination of the official records, the 
offenders were classified as violent or nonviolent.  Next, based on records and PCL scores 
the author created three groups: nonviolent psychopaths, violent non-psychopaths, and 
violent psychopaths.  Significant group differences were found for number of violent 
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convictions but not for the total number of convictions, with psychopaths being more likely 
than non-psychopaths to be convicted of a violent crime.  This suggests there is something 
unique about violence with the psychopathic group.  Psychopaths also were more likely than 
non-psychopaths to use a weapon and make threats.  Vignettes of provocative situations were 
used as a psychometric test.  Psychopaths described greater levels of anger than non-
psychopaths when reading the vignettes.  Vignettes that described a criminal justice setting 
were the most anger provoking.  Overall, the authors state their findings show psychopathy to 
be an important indicator that will contribute to a better understanding of violent behavior.  
 Woodworth and Porter (2002) set out to study psychopathy among homicide 
offenders, specifically the motivation for homicide among both psychopaths and non-
psychopaths.  The authors used a sample of 125 offenders who were incarcerated at two 
different prisons in Canada.  Psychopathy was measured using the PCL-R.  A report of each 
homicide offense for offenders was examined and provided a detailed description of the 
crime.  The homicides were coded as purely reactive, reactive/instrumental, 
instrumental/reactive, and purely instrumental.  The purely reactive category was used if 
there was a presence of evidence for spontaneity or impulsivity, reactionary, and no goal was 
present except for causing harm. Reactive/instrumental was coded when the primary 
characteristic of the violence was reactive but the crime involved more than just a homicide.  
For example, if an individual got into a fight, the person died, and the offender decided to rob 
them after.  Purely instrumental was coded when the homicide was clearly committed for an 
identifiable goal, other than murder.  Lastly, instrumental/reactive was used when the crime 
was both instrumental and reactive.  For instance, if the offender committed a bank robbery 
and in the process killed someone that would fall into this category.  Results indicate that 
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psychopaths showed a greater level of instrumentality and cold-bloodedness.  Furthermore, 
PCL-R scores were significantly correlated with higher levels of instrumental homicide.  
Moreover, non-psychopaths committed homicides that were mostly reactive in nature.  
Factor 1 scores were also related to the instrumental nature of homicide.  It was suggested the 
personality traits within factor 1 were related to planning and self-interest that is part of 
instrumental homicide.  The authors also found a peculiar result regarding victim gender and 
the psychopathy of an offender.  For example, non-psychopaths murdered men and women at 
nearly equal rates.  Yet, 73.5% of psychopaths’ homicide victims were females, with just 
23.5% against men.  Woodworth and Porter (p. 442, 2002) stated psychopaths are “more 
likely to engage in instrumental or cold-blooded homicides compared with non-psychopathic 
individuals.”  These findings were contradictive of Hare’s (1998) writing and are 
instrumental for the literature.   
 Nestor and colleagues (2002) examined homicide and psychopathy using a sample of 
26 convicted murders with mental disorders.  The sample was collected from a maximum 
security forensic hospital in the United States.  There was a wide range of mental disorders 
within the sample including various levels of psychopathy, as well as learning disabilities, 
schizophrenia, schizoaffective disorder, schizophreniform disorder, bipolar disorder with 
psychotic features, depressive disorder with psychotic features, delusional disorder, and 
psychotic disorder not otherwise specified.  The authors used cluster analysis to identify 
subgroups within the murderers based on the level of psychosis and psychopathy.  Cluster 
analysis indicated there were two distinct groups, one with high indication of psychosis and 
low level of psychopathy, dubbed the psychotic murders.  Another with high levels of 
psychopathy with low rates of psychosis, titled the psychopathic murders.  The psychopathic 
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group had an average PCL-R score that was more than double that of the psychotic group.  
Significant differences were found in factor 1 (affective/interpersonal) traits and factor 2 
(antisocial lifestyle).  For both groups, Factor 2 scores were higher than Factor 1.  Offenders 
in the psychotic group had more years of education on average and higher scores on verbal 
intelligence tests.  However, there was no statistically significant difference in overall 
intelligence.   
 Laurell and Daderman (2005) studied 35 men conceited of homicide and assessed 
psychopathy using the PCL-R.  The authors examined if the levels of psychopathy differ 
between offenders who had a social relationship with their victim and those who did not.  
Second, the authors examined recidivism following the conviction of homicide.  Third, if the 
individual had at least one parent who was a criminal.  In total, 40% of the sample was 
considered psychopathic with a PCL-R cutoff of 27.  Only two individuals in the sample had 
at least one parent who was a criminal.  However, those two participants did score 
significantly higher on the PCL-R when using t-tests.  77.1% of the sample had a social 
relationship with the victim of their homicide offense.  Of those, 40.7% who had as social 
relationship with the victim scored as having a high degree of psychopathy.  Yet, there was 
no statistically significant relationship between psychopathy and having a social relationship 
with the victim.  Regarding recidivism, there was a statistically significant relationship 
between psychopathy and recidivism.   
 Porter and Woodworth (2007) examined the traits of homicide victims, their 
relationship with the offenders, and aspects of the offense such as sexual violence in relation 
to the offenders levels of psychopathy.  The authors used a sample of 50 men who were 
incarcerated in Canadian federal prison and used the PCL-R to measure psychopathy.  The 
53 
average psychopathy score was 20.6 and 18% scored a 30 or above which is the diagnostic 
criteria for psychopathy.  Results show non-psychopaths killed nearly 3 times more men than 
women and psychopathic killers killed women 56.6% of the time and men accounted for 
44.4% of the victims.  Of note, there was no significant association between psychopathy and 
the victim-offender relationship.  In total, 10% of the sample engaged in some sexual activity 
with the victim during the homicide.  However, sexual activity during the act of a homicide 
was more prevalent with the non-psychopath group than the psychopathic group.  Authors 
also found that psychopaths and non-psychopaths did not differ significantly in their ability 
to recount memories about the offense.  However, individuals tended to recall their homicide 
as more reactive than official records conveyed.  Yet, there was no significant differences in 
the misrepresentation of their homicides between the psychopaths and non-psychopaths.  In 
other words, both groups were as likely to mislead the researchers about the details of their 
homicide offense.  There was a statistically significant differences between groups with 
psychopaths being more likely than non-psychopaths to leave out an essential detail of the 
homicide in their self-reported description of the offense.   
 Hakkanen-Nyholm et al. (2009) studied a robust sample of 653 Finnish offenders 
who committed homicide between 1995 and 2004.  The authors set out to examine 
differences in the level of psychopathy between sexual and non-sexual murders.  The authors 
used the PCL-R as their measurement for psychopathy.  Descriptive statistics showed the 
average PCL-R score for non-sexual homicide offenders to be 18.9, compared to 25.3 for 
sexual homicide offenders.  The differences in PCL-R scores between non-sexual homicide 
offenders and sexual homicide offenders was statistically significant.  However, only 18 
offenders qualified as sexual homicide offenders which was a limitation to Hakkanen-
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Nyholm et al.’s (2009) study.  Using a cut-off of 26 or above on the PCL-R is the 
Scandinavian standard for psychopathy, 55.6% of the sexual homicide offenders fall into the 
psychopathy group.  However, when using the standard cut-off point of 30, the amount of 
psychopaths decreased to 33.3% among sexual homicide offenders and 17.3% for non-sexual 
offenders.  The authors also examined Factor 1 and Factor 2 scores for both groups.  There 
was statistically significant difference between Factor 1 scores for the two groups but Factor 
2 score differences were not statistically significant.  Furthermore, results showed that both 
groups of murders were most likely to have victimized an acquaintance, current/former 
intimate partner, or a relative when compared to strangers.  There also was no statistical 
difference between the criminal histories of the two groups.  Exposure to abuse was also 
measured for the sample.  There was a high rate of physical abuse experienced as children for 
both groups (41%).  However, there was a large difference in sexual abuse experienced by 
the two groups.  Approximately 19% of sexual murders experienced sexual abuse in 
childhood compared to just 5% of non-sexual murders.  The authors noted these findings 
suggest there is a link between childhood abuse and both forms of homicide.  Therefore, 
findings suggest early intervention and aftercare in cases of trauma and abuse are necessary 
to help prevent future criminality.   
 Blackburn and Coid (1998) examined the dimension of psychopathy in violent 
offenders.  The authors employed a sample of 167 adult male offenders who averaged 34.75 
years old.  81 of which were prisoners held in special units for English prisoners who are 
more violent and disruptive than the general population and 86 patients who were detained in 
a specialized maximum security hospital who were deemed have a psychopathic disorder.  
Psychopathy was measured using the PCL-R and a cut-off score of 30 was used to determine 
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if an individual was a psychopath.  The average PCL-R score was 26.11 and 47% were 
categorized as psychopaths because they scored 30 or more.  Criminality was measured by 
gathering criminal histories from the Criminal Record Office files.  The authors gathered a 
multitude of measures including homicide, causing bodily harm, threats, assaults, rape, 
indecent assault, indecent exposure, burglary, theft, arson, property damage, fraud, robbery, 
aggravated robbery, and firearm offenses.  Psychopaths were shown to have a higher average 
number of convictions and began their criminality earlier in life than non-psychopaths.  It 
was noted that the greater number of convictions were due to a high rate of burglary and theft 
but they also had more convictions for major and minor violence, property crime, fraud, 
robbery, and firearms offenses.  Factor 1 scores were significant and positively related to 
major violent crimes, minor violent crimes, burglary, property damage, fraud, robbery, and 
firearms offenses.  However, Factor 1 scores were significant and negatively related to age at 
first offense and arson.  Factor 2 scores were significant and positively related to major 
violent offenses, minor violent offenses, burglary, property damage, fraud, robbery, and 
firearm offenses.  On the other hand, Factor 2 scores were significant and negatively related 
to age at first offense.  Total PCL-R were significant and positively related to major violent 
offenses, minor violent offenses, burglary, property damage, fraud, robbery, and firearm 
offenses.  Age at first offense was the only criminal indictor that was negatively related to 
total PCL-R scores.  Overall, Blackburn and Coid’s findings show the importance of 
measuring not only psychopathy but the dimensions of psychopathy.   
Psychopathy and Sexual Offending 
 Porter and colleagues (2000) investigated if psychopathy would help explain sexual 
violence among male offenders.  The authors used the PCL-R to measure psychopathy.  
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Moreover, authors examined not only PCL-R total scores but Factor 1 and Factor 2 scores.  A 
sample of 329 incarcerated sex offenders and nonsexual offenders was used.  The authors 
used official offense history in order to assess criminal history.  Based on the offense history 
the offenders were grouped into multiple categories: extrafamilial molester, intrafamilial 
molester, mixed intra/extrafamilial molester, rapist, mixed rapist/molester, and nonsexual 
offender.  Extrafamilial molesters had one or more victims of sexual assault 14 years of age 
or younger and fewer outside of the offender’s family.  Intrafamilial molesters had one or 
more victims of sexual assault 14 years or younger and all were within the offender’s family.  
For example, the victims were the offender’s children, stepchildren, grandchildren, sibling, or 
niece and nephew.  Mixed intra/extrafamilial molesters were those with at least one child 
victim within their family and one child victim outside of the offender’s family.  A rapist was 
an individual with one or more victims of sexual assault above the age of 14 and had no 
victims below the age of 14.  A mixed rapist/molester comprised those who had at least one 
child victim within their family and one child victim from outside of their family.  Lastly, 
nonsexual offenders were those who had no sexual offense in their criminal history.  
Demographically, the sample was 70.9% Caucasian, 22.7% Native, 2.2% black, .6% Asian, 
and 3.4% were coded as other.  The average age of the sample was 43.6 years old.  The 
sample was made up of 48 extrafamilial molesters, 37 intrafamilial molesters, 16 mixed 
intra/extrafamilial molesters, 103 rapists, 25 mixed rapists/molesters, and 100 nonsexual 
offenders.  Using a diagnostic cut-off score of 30 on the PCL-R, 95 offenders were 
psychopathic.  Of those, 38.9% had raped only adults, 16.8% had offended against children 
and adults, 4.2% had committed only incest, 3.2% had molested children outside of the 
family, and 1.1% had molested children both inside and outside of their family.  
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Comparatively, of  234 non-psychopaths, 28.2% had raped only an adult, 28.2% had 
committed nonsexual crimes only, 19.2% had molested only children outside of their family, 
14.1% had only committed incest, 6.4% had molested children both in their family and 
outside of their family, and 3.8% had offended both children and adults.  Findings indicated 
rapists had significantly higher PCL-R scores than the intrafamilial group and the 
extrafamilial group.  Furthermore, the mixed rapist/molesters scored the highest and 
significantly higher than the intrafamilial group, extrafamilial group, and the mixed 
extra/intrafamilial molester groups.  Overall, there was no statistical differences between the 
groups on Factor 1 scores but the mixed rapist/molester group did score the highest, with the 
extrafamilial group scoring the lowest.  There was a significant difference in Factor 2 scores 
between the rapists, intrafamilial group, extrafamilial group, and the mixed 
extra/intrafamilial molester group.  However, the rapists group’s Factor 2 scores did not 
differ from the mixed rapist/molester group.  Furthermore, findings showed that the majority 
of offenders who prefer offending against children were psychopaths.  The authors speculate 
their findings suggest that the group of mixed rapist/molesters was comprised of individuals 
who were psychopathic and sought the thrill of their crime.  Overall, the authors suggest their 
findings indicated the relationship between molesting and psychopathy in unclear.    
 Hildebrand, Ruiter, and de Vogel (2004) examined the role of psychopathy and 
sexual deviance.  The authors had a sample of 94 convicted rapists involuntarily committed 
to a Dutch forensic psychiatric hospital between the years 1975 and 1996.  Psychopathy was 
measured using the PCL-R.  The authors also examined the effect of Factor 1 and Factor 2 
scores within the sample.  The research was framed using two hypotheses.  First, offenders 
who were diagnosed as psychopaths would be more likely than non-psychopathic offenders 
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to commit offenses, both sexual and nonsexual upon release.  Secondly, the authors proposed 
that psychopathic offenders with a more deviant sexual preferences would recidivate faster 
and more often than non-psychopaths.  Of the 94 individuals in the sample, 75 were 
convicted of rape and the remaining 19 were convicted of sexual assault.  The sample was 
24.5 years old on average and 95% White.  Educationally, 11% did not complete elementary 
school and 55% had no education beyond elementary school.  The majority of the offenders 
were single (79%) and unemployed (56%).  The authors also used the Sexual Violence Risk-
20 (Boer et al., 1997).  The Sexual Violence Risk-20 defined sexual deviance as having 
sexual preferences considered both abnormal statistically and when acted upon they are 
likely to inflict unwanted harm on oneself or others.  Examples given are exhibitionism and 
sexual sadism.  The authors further examined sexual deviance by accessing information 
about the individual from police files, psychological files, and the individuals self-reported 
behavior.  Recidivism data was coded into four categories: sexual recidivism, violent 
nonsexual recidivism, violent recidivism that included both violent nonsexual and sexual 
offenses, and general recidivism that was defined as any reconviction.  According to area 
under cure from ROC analysis the PCL-R total, Factor 1 and Factor 2 all were significant 
predictors of sexual recidivism and general recidivism.  However, PCL-R total and Factor 2 
were also significant in predicting violent nonsexual and violent (including sexual) 
recidivism.  Factor 1 scores were not a significant predictor of violent nonsexual and violent 
(including sexual) recidivism.  Moreover, the authors found psychopaths (using a cut-off 
score of 26) with paraphilic disorders were more likely to sexually recidivate when compared 
to psychopathic offenders without paraphilic disorders.   
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 Park and Bird (2006) studied the differences in recidivism risk factors and traits 
related with psychopathy among three groups of male juvenile sex offenders.  The authors 
group the 156 participants into one of three groups: offenders with child victims (n=74), 
offenders with peer/adult victims (n=51), and mixed victim offenders (n=31).  The average 
length of incarceration for the sample was 23.54 months.  The average age of admission into 
the juvenile justice system was 14.85 years old.  Racially, the group was 18.6% African 
American, 62.8% Caucasian, 8.3% Hispanic, and 10.3% Native American.  Of note, there 
were significantly more Caucasians in the child offender group and the mixed type offender 
group.  Psychopathy was measured using the PCL:YV.  Univariate analyses reveled no 
statistical differences between the three groups of offenders there was statistical differences 
regarding all sexual drive, impulsivity/antisocial behavior, intervention, total juvenile sex 
offender assessment score, PCL:YV total score, Factor 2 scores, and Factor 3 scores.  The 
PCL:YV was not a significant predictor for sexual recidivism but was a strong predictor of 
general recidivism.  Findings showed those who sexually preyed all varieties of victims were 
the most psychopathic and had the highest scores on interpersonal, affective, behavioral, and 
antisocial qualities of psychopathy.   
 Woodworth et al. (2013) studied high-risk sexual offenders, sexual fantasy, sexual 
paraphilia, psychopathy, and the offenders characteristics.  The sample was all male and 
made up of 139 high-risk offenders who were in the High Risk Offender Identification 
Program in British Colombia, Canada.  The age of the offenders ranged from 19 to 77 years 
old with an average age of 43.88.  The 139 high-risk scored a 7.5 or higher on a 10-point 
scale that consist of a variety of risk factors such as deviant arousal, mental health, and 
substance use.  Offenders were placed in six different sexual offender groups: extra-familial 
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child molesters, intra-familial child molesters, rapists, rapists/child molesters, mixed 
offenders, and non-physical and/or other sexual offenders.  Extrafamilial molesters had one 
or more victims of sexual assault 14 years of age or younger and fewer outside of the 
offender’s family.  Intrafamilial molesters had one or more victims of sexual assault 14 years 
or younger and all were within the offender’s family.  For example, the victims were the 
offender’s children, stepchildren, grandchildren, sibling, or niece and nephew.  Mixed 
intra/extrafamilial molesters were those with at least one child victim within their family and 
one child victim outside of the offenders family.  A rapist was an individual with one or more 
victims of sexual assault above the age of 14 and had no victims below the age of 14.  A 
mixed rapist/molester comprised those who had at least one child victim within their family 
and one child victim from outside of their family.  In total, 41 offenders were exclusively 
child rapists, 18 were rapists/molesters, 30 were mixed offenders, and 6 were nonphysical 
sexual offenders.  Data was gathered from the Integrated Sexual Predator Information 
Network which contained records of all probation reports, intake assessments, sentencing 
reports, psychological and psychiatric evaluations, official criminal records, and correctional 
plans that are made by mental health and correctional practitioners.  Further, data was 
gathered from the Royal Canadian Mounted Police which contained written reports that were 
comprehensive accounts on the offenders’ life history, offenses, and their risk factors.  The 
authors examined four main factors of sexual fantasy: consensual, violent and aggressive, 
children, and a combination.  Consensual sexual fantasies were coded when an offender self-
reported fantasizing about adult consensual sex.  Violent fantasies were those that had rape 
themes or an aspect of physical violence.  Sexual fantasies with children was coded when an 
offender described fantasizing about a child who was 14 years or younger.  This included 
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fondling, watching them undress, and sex.  Sexual paraphilias were diagnosed by mental 
health practitioners using the DSM-IV.  The paraphiles of interest were exhibitionism, 
voyeurism, pedophilia, fetishism, frotteurism, masochism, sexual sadism, and paraphilia not 
otherwise specified.  Psychopathy was measured using the PCL-R and a cut of 30 was used 
for a diagnosis of psychopathy.  Findings showed that the average number of sexual 
convictions was 4.51, with a high of 23 convictions.  The PCL-R scores indicated that there 
were 46 individuals who were considered psychopaths based on the PCL-R cut of score of 
30.  The four sexual fantasy categories showed that 35% had fantasies about children, 36% 
had violent sexual fantasies, 12% had a combination of violent and child fantasies, and 18% 
had non-deviant consensual fantasies.  The authors found a significant relationship between 
the level of psychopathy and sexual fantasies.  Specifically, 61% of psychopaths reported 
violent fantasies compared to just 18% who reported consensual fantasies, 18% who reported 
child fantasies, and only 4% who reported child and violent fantasies.  Regarding the 
relationship between psychopathy and paraphilias, chi-squared analysis indicated no 
significance between psychopathy and pedophilia, exhibitionism, and voyeurism.  Contrarily, 
psychopathy and sadism were significant.  Offenders who were sexual sadistic were 
significantly more likely to score high on the PCL-R.   
 Boduszek and Hyland (2012) examined the case of Frederick Walter Stephen West, a 
psychopathic sexual serial killer whose criminal behavior are presumed to be rooted in a poor 
home life, inconsistent disciple, or poor role models.  Yet, the authors argue his behavior 
would be better explained by psychological factors, in combination with sociological factors.  
Frederick was born into a poor family of farm workers and was the second of eight children.  
He later claimed that his father had incestuous relationship with his sisters.  Therefore, incest 
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became an acceptable practice in his household, with his father also teaching him that 
bestiality was practical from an early age.  In fact, West had stated that his father told him to 
do what he wanted and it did not matter unless he got caught.  Beyond this abnormal sexual 
practice, his mother began sexually abusing him at the age of 12.  Thus, there was a 
dangerous combination of sexual experiences in adolescents.  At age 17 he suffered a 
fractured skull and after spending 8 days in coma his family reported that he suffered from 
sudden fits of rage.  Two years later he was unconscious for 24 hours after hitting his head in 
a fall when he was escaping a fire.  By age 20, he was arrested for molesting a 13 year old 
girl and was convicted.  The authors point to psychopaths being relatively unemotional in 
combination with lacking empathy, being impulsive and immature.  The framework of 
psychopathy allows for a more complex structure to examine the behavior of West.   
 Cale and their colleagues (2015) examined psychopathic personality traits among 
incarcerated youth who were sex offenders.  The sample consisted of 263 incarcerated male 
youth from British Columbia, Canada.  The average age of the sample was 16.5 years old and 
the average age at first conviction was 14.5 years old.  The authors used the PCL:YV as a 
way to assess psychopathy among the sample.  Juvenile sex offenders scored significantly 
higher than juvenile non-sex offenders on the interpersonal factors, affective factors, lifestyle 
factors, and the antisocial factors.  Furthermore, findings showed that using a cut of scores of 
25 and 30, juvenile sex offenders scored were more likely to be psychopathic when 
compared to the juvenile non-sex offenders.  Furthermore, among the chronic non-violent 
group, non-chronic violent group, and the non-chronic non-violent group juvenile sex 
offenders were significantly more likely to have a higher PCL:YV score than juvenile non-
sex offenders.  However, between juvenile sex offenders and the chronic violent group 
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mirrored each other in terms of their psychopathy scores.  Overall, affective deficits proved 
to be an important factor when studying juvenile sex offenders. 
   Hawes, Boccaccini, and Murrie (2013) conducted a meta-analysis regarding the how 
psychopathy and sexual deviance preform as sexual recidivism predictors.  Moreover, the 
researchers accounted for the PCL-R’s ability to predict violent recidivism.  The authors 
specifically set out to include studies that used the PCL-R as their measure for psychopathy.  
A total of 20 studies were included in the sample, equating to 5,239 individuals.  Overall, 
there was a significant relationship between PCL-R scores and sexual recidivism.  However, 
Factor 1 scores were not significant predictors of recidivism across the studies.  Yet, Factor 2 
scores did prove to be significant predictors of sexual recidivism.  For violent recidivism, the 
PCL-R was a significant predictor of recidivism, showing a great effect size than when 
predicting sexual recidivism.  However, Factor 1 scores were not significant predictors of 
violent recidivism.  Nonetheless, Factor 2 scores were significant predictors of violent 
recidivism.  It should be noted that sexual recidivism and violent recidivism followed the 
same pattern in terms of what factors were significant.   
 Robertson and Knight (2014) studied how psychopathy related to sexual sadism, non-
sexual violence, and sexual criminal acts.  The authors conducted two analysis to determine 
this relationship.  The first analysis consisted of 314 adult, male sex offenders.  Archival 
records were accessed and included school reports, arrests records, therapeutic assessments, 
and interviews.  The PCL-R was used to construct a measurement of psychopathy.  60% of 
the sample were repeat offenders, with some being so dangerous that they had been civilly 
committed.  Demographically, the sample was predominantly Caucasian (67%), followed by 
African Americans (19%), Native Americans (5%), Hispanics (5%), and Asians (1%).  Of 
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note, 56% of the offenders in the sample had sexually assaulted a minor, 40% had sexually 
assault an adult, and the remaining 4% did not have victim information available for the 
researchers.  Sexual sadism was measured using the Multidimensional Inventory of 
Development, Sex, and Aggression.  Pearson correlation coefficients showed sexual sadism 
was positively related to PCL-R total scores and all factors within the PCL-R.  Furthermore, 
sadism significantly predicted all non-sexual violence measures when the authors conducted 
regression analysis.  Moreover, Factor 1 scores showed a significant contribution to both 
juvenile and adult assault.  Factor 2 scores were a significant predictor of violence and 
paraphilic factors.  Factor 3 and Factor 4 predicted unsocialized aggression, juvenile assault, 
and adult assault.  The second analysis had 599 male sex offenders who were evaluated for 
civil commitment.  44% of them were repeat offenders, with some being referred to civil 
commitment.  Again, the sample was predominantly Caucasian (91%).  The average age of 
the sample was 36.26 years old, with a wide range from 17 to 73 years of age.  46% of the 
offenders had assault children under the age of 16, 37% had sexually assaulted adults aged 16 
or older, and the victim histories were missing for 17% of the sample.  Within this sample, 
correlation coefficients showed a relationship between sadism and total PCL-R scores.  
However, regarding sexual sadism, Factor 1, Factor 2, and Factor 4 were positively related 
sadism.  Yet, Factor 3 showed no relationship with sexual sadism.  Overall, the two samples 
showed the a strong relationship between sexual sadism and psychopathy.   
 Debowska et al. (2015) studied the role psychopathy and exposure to violence in 
childhood play in rape myth acceptance.  The first sample consisted of 319 adults whose age 
ranged from 19 to 51, with an average age of 25.16.  The sample had 175 males and 144 
females.  The second sample contained 129 male prisoners.  The prisoners age ranged from 
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17 to 59, with an average age of 27.08.  The prison sample had been convicted of a wide 
range of offenses.  There were 59 robbers, 37 who committed assault/battery, 12 who were 
murders, 2 who committed offenses of a sexual nature, and 54 who committed other 
offenses.  Psychopathy was measured using the Self-Report Psychopathy Scale, which is 
based on the PCL-R.  The Self-Report Psychopathy Scale is a 64-item scale, scored on a 5-
point Likert scale, which has four subscales: interpersonal manipulation, callous affect, 
erratic lifestyle, and antisocial behavior.  Authors used the Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance 
Scale (McMahon and Farmer, 2011), which is a 19-item measure, with four subscale: she 
asked for it, it wasn’t really rape, he didn’t mean to, and she lied.  Correlations showed the 
Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale to be significantly and positively related to callous 
affect, erratic lifestyle, antisocial behavior, and interpersonal manipulation.  The higher 
scores on the rape acceptance scale, the higher levels of psychopathy.  Also, exposure to 
violence was also positively related to rape myth acceptance.  Moreover, measurement level 
results from the structural model of rape myth acceptance also showed a strong candidate 
between callous affect, erratic lifestyle, antisocial behavior, and interpersonal manipulation.  
Since rape myth acceptance leads to a support of rapists, the relationship between rape myth 
acceptance and psychopathy is an important to understand.   
Adverse Childhood Experiences and Violent Crime  
 Topitzes, Mersky, and Reynolds (2012) used data from the Chicago Longitudinal 
Study, which included 989 children who were a part of the Chicago Child-Parent Center 
kindergarten program.  A comparison group of 550 was comprised of children who did not 
attend the program but did graduate from a Chicago public school kindergarten class.  The 
comparison group was picked based on the neighborhood poverty level and the racial 
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composition of the school.  Statistical analysis showed that there was no significant 
differences between the groups regarding race, free-lunch eligibility, parental socioeconomic 
status, and family structure.  Arrest records at the local, state, and federal levels were used to 
measure violent crimes.  Self-reports of child maltreatment were used as a measure for 
ACEs.  When compared to the control group, those who were a part Chicago Child-Parent 
Center were significantly more likely to be convicted of one or more adult nonviolent or 
violent weapons charges.  Moreover, rates of both violent and nonviolent offending were 
both significantly higher for the group that experiences maltreatment when compared to the 
non-maltreatment group.  Between-group comparisons with both samples show the 
maltreatment group had significantly higher rates of offending in both adult and juvenile 
indicators of violence.  Maltreatment victims were more than twice as likely as the non-
maltreatment group to have any violent convictions.  This included those from the Chicago 
Child-Parent Center who were maltreated as children to be more likely to be convicted of one 
or more adult nonviolent offenses and violent weapons charges.  The authors also ran models 
to compare maltreatment and non-maltreatment groups by gender.  Females showed to have a 
higher percentage of those who experienced maltreatment than males.  Maltreated males 
were significantly more likely when compared to non-maltreated males to have a violent 
weapons conviction and any violent conviction.  Maltreated females were more likely than 
non-maltreated females to have been arrested for a violent offense and to have been charged 
with a violent crime.  Overall, results showed that child maltreatment was a significant 
predictor of violent outcomes.   
 Chapple, Tyler, and Bersani (2005) examined the impact child neglect had on 
juvenile violence.  The sample included data from 942 individuals who were a part of the 
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Children of National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, which is a nationally representative 
longitudinal study of juveniles from 14 to 21 years of age.  Neglect and demographic 
measures were collected when the individuals were ages 3 to 5.  Educational neglect included 
items included questions about how often the child was read to and if the child received help 
learning numbers, the alphabet, colors, and a variety of other items.  Emotional neglect was 
an observer rating of mother and child interaction during an in home assessment.  Observers 
looked for how the parent spoke to the child and how often they interacted.  
Sociodemographic measures included race, gender, age, family structure, and the families 
poverty status. 53% of the sample was white and 52% was female.  Violence was measured 
through self-report questions asking if an individual had gotten into a fight either at school or 
work and if they had hit or threatened to hit another person.  Adolescent violence was 
significantly predicted by physical neglect and emotional neglect.  Findings also indicated 
boys and those who were younger were more likely to be violent than girls and older youth in 
the model.  Moreover, the findings indicate the impact of neglect manifest in a significant 
manner even after the 12-year lag of the longitudinal data.  This is an important findings that 
shows the true implications maltreatment can have on life outcomes.   
 Mersky and Reynolds (2007) studied adolescent maltreatment to examine violent 
delinquency between varieties of groups.  The authors used data from the Chicago 
Longitudinal Study to determine the effects of physically abused and neglected children to 
determine the effects these variables have on violent acts.  The sample attended the Chicago 
Child-Parent center which provides educational and family-support services to economically 
underprivileged children from the age of 3 to third grade.  Follow ups with the sample were 
done until the age of 24.  Researchers were able to include a variety of outcome variables 
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regarding violence including: any violent juvenile petition, two or more violent petitions, 
total number of violent petitions, any violent juvenile petition or violent adult arrest 
conviction, and exclusive nonviolent offending.  Child maltreatment was measured using 
reports of maltreatment to the juvenile court and the Child Protective Division of Illinois 
Department of Child Services.  The substantiated neglect and substantiated physical neglect 
was measured using reports of neglect from juvenile court and the Child Protective Division 
of Illinois Department of Child Services.  Demographic variables such as race, gender, 
family factors, and socioeconomic status were also included.  Of the 1,404 individuals in the 
sample, 9.2% had been exposed to substantiated maltreatment, 7.3% were exposed to 
substantiated neglect, and only 2.4% were found to have experienced substantiated physical 
abuse.  Correlation analysis showed substantiated maltreatment was positively related to 
having at least one violent petition, two or more violent petitions, total number of violent 
petitions, and any violent petition or adult conviction.  Multivariate analysis showed 
maltreated children were more likely to have a violent petition than those who were not 
maltreated as children.  Maltreatment was associated with a 51% increase in the probability 
of being adjudicated for a violent offense.  Maltreated also showed to be associated with an 
increase in frequency of violent offending.  In fact, the effect of maltreatment also carried 
over to nonviolent offending, with those who experienced maltreatment being more likely to 
be adjudicated for a nonviolent offense.  Moreover, being physically abused was related to an 
increase in both violent and nonviolent offending.  For females, maltreatment was associated 
with an increase in violent petition or adult conviction but not the other outcome variables.   
 Kazemin, Widom, and Farrington (2011) used the Cambridge Study in Delinquent 
and Development to examine the relationship between childhood neglect and juvenile 
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delinquency.  The participants of the study were contacted in 1961 and 1962 when they were 
aged 8 and 9.  Individuals were interviewed on multiple different occasions during the life at 
ages 16, 18, 21, 25, 32, and 48.  Kazemin et al. (2011) focused on the childhood variables 
that were collected during the earliest interviews.  Offending measures include both self-
reports and official records of criminal convictions.  There was a wide variety of offenses 
that were committed by the sample including shoplifting, theft, burglary, fraud, robbery, 
assault, weapon offenses, sex offenses, drug offenses, and property offenses.  The authors 
used a ten-item childhood neglect scale that included measures for both parents.  The scale 
had measures for parental attitudes, household neglect, and physical neglect.  Moreover, the 
child’s cleanliness was rated by their teacher and included in the scale.  Educational neglect 
was measured by the parents’ knowledge of school activities, how the child preformed in 
school, and if the parents took an interest in the child’s education.  Emotional neglect 
reflected if the child was praised or rewarded based on their behavior.  Also, emotional 
neglect measured if the parents took an interest in the child’s activities.  Results showed that 
childhood risk factors were more prevalent among the neglect group when compared to the 
non-neglect group.  These risk factors included parental criminality, high-risk family 
environments, school ability, and poor cognitive capacities.  Neglect was also associated with 
families socioeconomic status, poor martial relationship of parents, risk-taking, resistance to 
discipline, laziness, lack of interest, and poor relationships with peers.  Odds ratios show that 
those were neglected in adolescence were 4.45 times more likely to have a criminal 
conviction when compared to their peers who were not neglected.  However, when 
controlling for problem behavior, low cognitive abilities, high-risk family, and parental 
criminality the effects of neglect were negated.   
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 Wright and colleagues (2019) examined the cycle of violence using the National 
Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health.  The National Longitudinal Study used a 
sample of 80 high schools and 52 feeder middle schools.  The sample was representative of 
the United States schools when accounting for region, urbanicity, school type, school size, 
and ethnicity.  In total, the authors used a sample of 13,116 individuals.  Childhood 
victimization was measured via self-report using two questions.  First, they were asked how 
often parents or other adult caregivers had slapped, hit or kicked them.  Second, participants 
were asked how often one of their parents or adult caregivers toughed them in a sexual way, 
forced them to sexually touch them, or forced sexual relations.  70% reported no physical 
abuse, 14.2% reported low frequency of physical abuse, and 14.9% reported a high frequency 
of physical abuse.  Regarding sexual abuse, 95.4% stated they no sexual abuse, 2.9% 
reported a low incidence rate of sexual abuse, and only 1.7% stated they had experienced a 
high rate of sexual abuse.  Categories were created for those who never experienced abuse 
and those who had.  In total, 96.2% of the sample had never experiences physical or sexual 
assault.  Violent offending was measured using a four-item index based on questions asking 
if the participants had ever hurt someone badly in a fight, used or threatened the use of a 
weapon to get something from someone, used a weapon in a fight, and specifically if the 
individual had pulled a knife or gun on someone before.  The authors were also able to 
measure protective factors for self-control, depression, self-esteem, and verbal intelligence.  
Social protective factors included marriage, job satisfaction, mentorship, education, and 
religiosity.  Control variables for financial hardship, gender, and race were also included.  
Findings show self-control reduced violent offending for all physical abuse groups.  Marriage 
and educational attainment showed to only be protective factors for those who had a high 
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frequency of physical abuse.  For sexual abuse victims, self-control reduced violent 
offending among individuals in all three abuse frequency categories.  Additional analyses 
revealed that the effects are consistent across genders.   
 Cernkovich, Lanctot, and Giordano (2008) studied the long-term impact of childhood 
and adolescent abuse on adjudicated delinquents.  A sample of male and female adolescents 
who lived in private households from the Toledo, Ohio, Metropolitan Area were used a 
control group (n = 942).  Also, a sample of institutionalized female offenders from across the 
state of Ohio (n = 254).  Participants were interviewed using highly structured close-ended 
questions.  The respondents age ranged from 13 to 21, with an average age of 16.68 years 
old.  Racially, 60% of the respondents were White and 36% were Black.  Delinquency 
involvement was measured using 27 questions regarding status, property, and violent 
offenses that were committed during the past year.  Adult criminal involvement included 
questions regarding property, personal, and substance abuse related offenses.  Independent 
variables included measures for family caring and trust, support from parents, 
communication with parents, parental control and supervision, parental disapproval of 
behavior, family trouble, number of times moved, and financial worries.  Physical abuse as a 
minor was measured using 6-item scale with questions pertaining to use of belt for spanking, 
if they were hit with an object, hit with a closed fist, thrown against a wall, physically 
injured, had food or clothes taken as a punishment, or if they were locked in a closet or 
outside for a long period of time.  Sexual abuse as a minor was measured using a 6-item scale 
with questions asking if an individual had made them do something sexual they didn’t want 
to do, been forced to touch breasts or genitals they didn’t want to, forced to look at 
pornography, had pornographic pictures taken of them, forced to have sexual intercourse, and 
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if they ever had sexual intercourse that they didn’t want to do after they were given drugs or 
alcohol.  Criminality in adulthood was significantly related to having been sexually and 
physically abused during adolescence.  Those with the highest scores of sexual abuse as a 
minors were 334% more likely than those with the lowest scores to be in the high offender 
group as adults.  Physical abuse as a minor increase the odds of a respondent being in the 
high offender group as an adult by more than 600%.  Moreover, sexual abuse as a minor 
increased the likelihood of being in the high offender group as an adult by 212%.  Therefore, 
while both types of abuse have a robust association with criminality later in life, physical 
abuse showed to be a stronger risk factor for criminal activity.   
 Brewer-Smyth, Burgess, and Shilts (2004) examined the effect of physical and sexual 
abuse in relation to violent behavior among female prison inmates.  Participants were 
recruited from minimum and maximum security women’s prison in the Mid-Atlantic region 
of the United States.  In total, 113 female inmates who were convicted of violent and 
nonviolent crimes were included in the sample.  Those who had been in prison less than 2 
months were excluded in case they were dealing with the negative effects of withdrawal from 
substances or issues relating to their sentencing.  62 individuals had been convicted of at least 
one violent offense and 51 had only been convicted for nonviolent offenses.  For statistical 
analysis, the authors categorized violent crimes as murder, nonnegligent manslaughter, 
robbery, assault, sexual assault, and kidnapping.  Nonviolent crimes committed by the 
sample included theft, burglary, forgery, conspiracy, drug offenses, driving offenses, and 
nonviolent probation violations.  Abuse was measured using questions regarding if an 
individual had ever been sexual or physically abused prior to the age of 18.  Results show 
that there was no statistically significant differences between age, race, educational, and 
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substance usage when comparing those who had been convicted of violent crimes and 
nonviolent crimes.  The authors found childhood abuse was no significant in relation to 
violent offenses.   
 Miller and colleagues (2011) examined the relationship between physical violence in 
adolescent dating relationships and ACEs.  Data from the National Comorbidity Survey 
Replication was used which is a nationally representative sample of adults.  12 different 
ACEs were measured in this study: parents death, parents’ divorce, long-term parental 
separation, parent mental illness, substance usage of parents, parents criminality, household 
domestic violence, physical illness as a child, physical abuse, sexual abuse, neglect, and 
family economic status.  Physical violence in dating relationships included relationships that 
had at least one date, with or without engaging in sexual acts.  They were asked if they were 
ever the victim or aggressor of moderate or severe dating violence.  Moderate dating violence 
included pushing, grabbing, shoving, or throwing something.  Severe violence included 
kicking, biting, hitting with a fist, choking, burning, or threating with a knife or gun.  
Sociodemographic measures included in the study were gender, age, race, and parents’ 
education.  16% of respondents reported either being the offender or victim of personal 
violence within a dating relationship.  Women reported being victimized more in 
relationships when compared to men.  Childhood adversities were significantly related to 
both victimization of violence and violent acts within a dating relationship.  The odds of both 
offending and victimization increased when the number of ACEs increased.   
 Rossegger and colleagues (2009) used a sample of women to examine the effect 
ACEs, education, and mental health had on violent offenses.  The authors used a robust 
sample that included every female and male who had been convicted of a violent or sexual 
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offense between two years in Zurich, Switzerland.  Official files providing criminal history, 
psychiatric diagnoses, gender, education, age, and marital status were used to gather data.  
Moreover, these files also included childhood conditions such as sexual abuse, physical 
abuse, and living in foster care.  The sample was disproportionately male, with 187 males 
and just 16 females.  The age range of the sample spanned from 18 to 65, with an average 
age of 32.5 years old.  Findings show that women had higher levels of ACEs and reported 
experiencing childhood sexual abuse ten times more often.  This particular sample also had a 
higher number of women commit murders and assaults, which suggests a linkage between 
ACEs and violent offense.  25% of females violently offended against those they knew, 
compared to just 10% of violent offenses by men.  Moreover, women were 4 times more 
likely to commit murder than males in the sample.   
 Fox and colleagues (2015) examined serious, violent, and chronic juvenile offenders 
and the role that ACEs play in their behavior.  The authors used data that ranged from the 
start of 2007 to the end of 2012.  The sample comprised 22,575 individual offenders, with 
10,714 being categorized as serious, violent, and chronic offenders and 11,861 being 
classified as one and done offenders.  Measurement of ACEs included emotional abuse, 
physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional neglect, physical neglect, household violence, 
household substance abuse, household mental illness, and household member incarceration.  
Control variables included gender, race, age of onset, family income, anti-social peers, and 
impulsivity.  When comparing serious, violent and chronic offenders and one and done 
offenders, there were statistically significant differences in all of the variables.  A variety of 
different theoretical implications are discussed.  The authors found the significant difference 
between household income between serious, violent, and choric offenders and one and done 
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offenders was indicative of strain theory.  Also, social learning theory was supported because 
the findings show a difference in antisocial peers between the two categories.  Having an 
incarcerated family member was the most come ACE for the two groups but 80% of serious, 
violent, and chronic offenders had a family member incarcerated, compared to 49.7% of one 
and done offenders.  Multivariate analysis showed that ACEs were a significant and the 
strongest predictor of serious, violent, and chronic offending when controlling for all the 
other risk factors.  The strongest ACE variable at predicting serious, violent, and chronic 
offending was having a household member incarcerated.  Four more ACEs were shown to be 
significant predictors of serious violent, and chronic offending: physical abuse, emotional 
abuse, household violence, and household substance abuse.   
 Crooks et al. (2007) studied the link between childhood maltreatment and violent 
delinquency.  Data was gathered from 23 schools in Southwestern Ontario with a total of 
1,897 students participating.  Violent delinquency was measured via 8 questions pertaining to 
fighting, weapons, threats, sexual violence, and arson.  The authors categorized those who 
had engaged in two or more of these behaviors as violent delinquents (n = 233).  The violent 
delinquent group averaged 4.17 of the 8 possible violent acts.  Childhood maltreatment was 
measured using the Childhood Trauma Questioner (short form), which contains 35 items 
regarding the frequency in which an individual experienced emotional, physical, and sexual 
abuse.  Community connectedness was measured by four questions that weighed how they 
participated in the community through volunteering and other programs.  School 
connectedness was an index that included questions about the youth’s feelings of acceptance, 
inclusion, respect, and encouragement for school engagement.  The parenting a youth 
received was also accounted for through a 20-item questionnaire that measured their feelings 
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about their parents.  Youth who were classified as violent delinquents were more likely to be 
males and reported higher levels of childhood maltreatment.  Moreover, delinquent youth 
were also more likely to have a poor relationship with their parents.  Also, delinquent youth 
reported being less connected with both their schools and their communities.  Students who 
went to a school that used a comprehensive violence prevention program were less likely to 
engage in delinquency.  Therefore, it could be beneficial for schools to participate in these 
programs as a delinquency prevention technique.   
 Johnson (2018) examined how trauma the relationship with violent felony arrests 
among juvenile offenders in Florida.  The sample was the entire juveniles who were a part of 
the Florida Department of Juvenile Justice from 2004 to 2016.  Those who were included 
were individuals who received one or more referral for delinquency before the age of 16, 
those who completed the Positive Achievement Change Tool, and those who reached the age 
of 18 by the year 2016.  In total, 3,284 individuals were included in the study.  The average 
age of the sample was 14 and broke down to 82.5% male and 17.5% female.  
Demographically, the sample was 58% Black, 31% White, 10% Latina/o, and less than 1% 
was another race.  The authors examined 11 different types of childhood trauma: family 
violence, household substance abuse, household mental illness, parental separation, 
household member incarceration, community violence, emotional abuse, physical abuse, 
sexual abuse, emotional neglect, and physical neglect.  Descriptive statistics showed about 
98% of the sample had at least one or more traumatic events, with the average trauma score 
being 3.98.  Comparison among races showed Blacks were on average 1.8 times more likely 
to have a violent felony arrest than Whites.  Childhood trauma was a significant predictor of 
violent felony arrest.  Every 1 unit increase on childhood trauma scores increasing the odds 
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of a felony violent arrest by 13%.  Juveniles with a childhood trauma score of 3 were more 
than 1.8 times more likely to have a violent felony arrest than those with a 1 on the childhood 
trauma score.  Individuals who had a 7 on the childhood trauma score were 3.7 times more 
likely to have a violent felony arrest than those who had a trauma score of 1.  The authors 
also examined how childhood trauma effected different races.  Blacks who reported being 
emotionally abused were 4.5 times more likely to have a violent felony arrest than whites 
who also were emotionally abused.   
 Boduszek and colleagues (2012) examined the impact personality and family had on 
an individual regarding homicidal offending.  The authored used a sample of 144 prisoners, 
55 of which were murderers and 89 who were non-murderers.  88.1% of the individuals came 
from urban areas, 68.3% were single, 11.9 were married, and 18.6% were divorced or 
separated.  The range of arrests varied widely within the sample with the low being 1 and the 
high being 20.  Family violence, individual psychoticism, and parental attachment were all 
significant predictors of homicidal offending.  If an individual was exposed to family 
violence, there was a 462% increase in the odds of the offender being in the homicidal group 
than being in the non-murderer group.  Whereas, a 1 unit increase in the psychoticism 
measure increased the odds of being in the homicide group by 55%.  The impact of family 
violence was 407% higher than psychoticism.  Overall, Boduszek et al.’s (2012) findings 
show the childhood experiences may be more important of a factor than psychopathy.   
 Cleary (2000) studied how adolescent victimization impacted violent behaviors and 
suicidal behaviors.  Data was gathered from 1,569 New York State high school students who 
took part in the 1997 Youth Risk Behavior Survey.  The split among gender was fairly even 
with 49% being female and 51% being male.  The sample self-identified as 79% white, 8% 
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Black, 4% Hispanic, and 10% other.  Victimization was measured using 3 items about 
feeling safe, being threatened by a weapon, and having property stolen.  Suicidal behavior 
was measured using questions pertaining to considering suicide, planning suicide, suicide 
attempts, and suicide attempts resulting in injury.  Violence was assessed using 3 questions 
relating to carrying a weapon, fighting, and fighting that caused injury.  The authors divided 
the sample into 4 groups: students who reported no suicidal or violent behavior, students who 
reported suicidal behavior but no violent behavior, students who reported violent behavior 
with no suicidal behavior, and students who reported both suicidal and violent behavior.  
Males reported higher levels of victimization, less suicidal behavior, and more violence than 
females.  White students were more likely to report suicidal behavior than Black and 
Hispanic students.  However, Black students reported higher levels of violence, followed by 
White then Hispanic students.  Results showed that victimization was more common among 
students who reported suicidal and violent behaviors than those with no suicidal or violent 
behavior.  Moreover, violent behavior was 2 times more likely for victimized males when 
compared with victimized females.  Overall, results showed victimization plays an important 
role in violent behavior.   
  Nofziger and Kurtz (2005) examined exposure to violence and the relationship it has 
with violent offending.  The authors employed data from 1,175 individuals who partook in 
the National Survey of Adolescents, which was a telephone survey of adolescents between 12 
and 17 years old.  Demographic variables included in the study were age, gender, race, 
family income, family structure, and the type of community the individual lived in.  The 
authors measured violence exposure with multiple questions pertaining to having friends 
engage in violent acts, witnessing violence, and being personally victimized by violent 
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actions   Furthermore, participants were asked about sexual assault, physical assaults, and 
physically abusive punishments.  Violent offending was measured using four questions 
evaluating if an individual had ever been in a gang fight, used force to take money or things 
from someone, had a sex with someone against their will, and if they had every attacked 
someone with the intent to hurt or kill them.  Correlations showed the violent offending and 
sexual assault were significantly related to friend violence and witnessing violence.  
Logistics regression showed that being a victim of violence was associated with a 366% 
increase in the odds of violent offending.  Having a friend who engaged in violent acts 
showed to increase the odds of violent offending by 375%.  Moreover, witnessing violence 
increase the odds by a staggering 768% in violent offending.  Females were 66% less likely 
to offend than males.  The authors were able to show a strong relationship between multiple 
forms of violence exposure and violent offending.   
 Zimmerman, Farrell, and Posick (2017) examined the relationship a victim had with 
the offender and how that impacted their own violence.  The authors used data from the 
Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods.  Violent victimization was 
measured using questions about ever being hit, shot, attacked with a weapon, and/or 
threatened with injury.  If the participants answered yes to these questions they were asked if 
the perpetrator was a family member, peer, acquaintance, gang member, or a stranger.  
Violent offending was measured by eight different violent acts: carrying a weapon, hitting 
someone, attacking someone with a weapon, shooting someone, shooting at someone, armed 
robbery, and being involved in a gang fight.  The demographics of the sample broke down to 
53% female.  Furthermore, 40.3 of the sample was Hispanic, 31.3% African American, 
15.4% Caucasian, and 13% was classified as other.  Results show that the odds of violent 
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offending are higher for males than females and African American youth compared to 
Caucasians.  The most robust relationship was between victimization by a peer and violent 
offending.  With those who were victimized by a peer increasing the odds for violent 
offending by 123%.  Moreover, being victimized by a family member increased the odds of 
violent offending by 49%.  Additionally, being victimized by a gang member increased the 
odds of violent offending by 70%.  Being victimized by an acquaintance or stranger had no 
impact on violent offending.   
Adverse Childhood Experiences and Substance Use 
 Fagan, Wright, and Pinchevsky (2014) examined the relationship between adolescent 
substance use and exposure to violence.  The authors used data from the Project on Human 
Development in Chicago Neighborhoods.  Measures of for exposure to violence and 
substance use were included in the analysis.  Individual substance use included tobacco, 
alcohol, and marijuana use. Violence was measured by asking if an individual every threw 
objects at someone, hit someone, carried a weapon, attacked with a weapon, were involved in 
a gang fight, or committed a robbery.  Exposure to violence was assessed by 12 items 
pertaining to whether or not they themselves or if they had witnessed an individual being 
chased, hit, attacked with a weapon, shot, shot at, or threatened.  Control variables included 
gender, age, and family socioeconomic status.  Youth who were exposed to violence were 
significantly more likely to have used tobacco, alcohol, and marijuana in the past month and 
engaged in violent acts in the past year.  These results indicated that being exposed to 
violence in childhood can lead individuals to cope using substances.   
 Bellis and colleagues (2013) examined how ACEs relate to smoking, drinking 
alcohol, and incarceration.  The authors used the National Health Service data set which 
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included 150,000 participants from Britain.  The authors included ACEs such as household 
mental illness, household substance abuse, household incarceration, parental separation, 
household violence, physical abuse, emotional abuse, and sexual abuse.  Results show that 
47.1% of the sample reported being exposed to at least 1 ACE.  On the extreme end, 12.3% 
of the sample had 4 or more ACEs.  ACEs were significantly related to unplanned pregnancy 
and to engaging in sex at an earlier age.  Heavy drinking, tobacco use, and marijuana use 
increased as ACEs increased.  For example, heavy drinking prevalence more than doubled 
when an individual went from 0 to 4 or more ACEs.  However, odds of crack or heroin use 
did not significantly differ between those with no ACEs and those who had 4 or more ACEs.  
Overall, results showed ACEs were an important factor when it comes to substance use but it 
depends on the substance abusing behavior.   
 Dube and colleagues (2006) examined the role ACEs were associated with using 
alcohol during adolescence.  The authors used a sample of 8,417 from the ACE Study which 
is a collaborative study between Kaiser Health Plan’s Health Appraisal Center in San Diego, 
California and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.  The average age at the time 
of the interview was 55 for women and 57 for men.  The sample was 54% women and 46% 
men.  Data covering ACEs pertained to emotional neglect, physical neglect, emotional abuse, 
physical abuse, and sexual abuse.  Results indicated that having ever used alcohol was 
associated will all measures of abuse but not related to neglect.  For age at initiation of 
alcohol use, those who were victims of sexual abuse were 3 times more likely to start alcohol 
use during early adolescence. The sample was then broken into cohorts by birth year.  For 
each birth cohort the authors found a relationship between overall ACEs score and an 
individual starting alcohol use before the age of 15.  Moreover, the same relationship was 
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found between total ACEs score and an individual starting alcohol use before the age of 14.  
Overall, authors were able to show a positive relationship between ACEs and starting alcohol 
use at an early age.   
 Friestad, Ase-Bente, and Kjelsberg (2014) examined the relationship between ACE 
among female prisoners and their relationship with suicide attempts and drug abuse.  The 
sample was comprised of 141 women inmates who were interviewed.  The interview 
included information on demographics, ACEs, and household dysfunction, attempted suicide, 
and drug use.  The authors asked about physical, emotional, and sexual abuse.  Neglect was 
divided into emotional and physical neglect.  Household dysfunction included a variety of 
items: witnessing intimate partner violence, household substance abuse, parental separation 
or divorce, household incarceration, and household mental illness.  The most common ACEs 
among the sample were household mental illness and parental separation or divorce.  Results 
showed ACEs had a significant and positive relationship with both suicide attempts and adult 
drug abuse.  Every additional ACE increased the risk of adult drug abuse by 25%.  Moreover, 
for every additional ACE there was a 25% increase in that individual attempting suicide.  
Overall, results showed ACEs were an important factor for drug abuse among female 
prisoners.   
 Pinchevsky, Wright, and Fagan (2013) examined if there was gender differences in 
the effects of exposure to violence has on adolescent substance use.  The authors drew on 
data from the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods, which is a 
longitudinal study that examines the effects of families, schools, and neighborhoods have on 
behavior of juveniles.  Adolescent substance use was measured by the frequency of alcohol 
use, binge drinking, and marijuana use.  Exposure to violence was measured as indirect and 
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direct exposure.  Indirect exposure to violence was measured using 6 items that assessed if an 
individual had ever seen someone chased, attacked with  a weapon, shot at, threatened, or hit 
multiple times.  Direct violence used the same items but asked if they had happened to the 
individual.  Control variables included measures for household salary, age, race, self-control, 
and availability of drugs.  Results show males reported higher levels of both direct and 
indirect violence.  Indirect exposure to violence significantly increase males the frequency of 
alcohol use.  However, once control variables were introduced into the model the effect was 
negated.  Moreover, the indirect exposure was significant and positively related to the 
frequency of alcohol use among females, even when control variables were introduced into 
the model.  When both genders were included in the variable the effect between indirect 
exposure and frequency of alcohol use was significant and positive.  Direct exposure to 
violence was significant and positive with binge drinking for both males and females.  Direct 
exposure to violence showed the same effect with females and males for marijuana use as 
well.  However, once control variables were included in the model the effect was nullified.  
Overall, findings showed the violence exposure, both direct and indirect were important 
factors for predicting substance abuse.     
 Kilpatrick et al. (2000) examined risk factors for substance abuse and dependence. 
Participants were drawn from a research project in which a sample of 4,023 individuals ages 
12 to 17 were interviewed over the phone.  The authors operationalized race into 4 
categories: Caucasian, African American, Hispanic, and Native American.  The authors 
looked at a variety of drug usage including marijuana, cocaine, LSD, inhalants, and 
prescription drug use.  Moreover, the authors asked a participants when they started using 
drugs.  Substance abuse and dependence was measured using DSM-IV diagnoses criteria.  
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The authors measured a variety of ACEs including sexual assault, physical assault, 
witnessing violence, family alcohol problems, and family drug use.  In total, 276 individuals 
in the sample met the diagnostic criteria for substance abuse/dependence.  For alcohol 
abuse/dependence, having a family alcohol problem increased the odds of an individual 
meeting the diagnosis criteria for alcohol abuse/dependence by 268%.  Physical assault 
increased the odds of being meeting the diagnostic criteria for alcohol abuse/dependence by 
293%.  Moreover, sexual assault increased the odds of being categorized as alcohol 
abuse/dependence by 355%.  Being a witness to violence increased the odds of alcohol 
abuse/dependence by 387%.  For marijuana abuse/dependence, family alcohol problems 
increased the odds of an individual meeting the diagnostic criteria for abuse/dependence by 
228%.  Family drug use increased the odds of being diagnosed with marijuana 
abuse/dependence by 384%.  Furthermore, physical and sexual assault raised the likelihood 
of marijuana abuse/dependence by 384% and 280% respectively.  Witnessing violence had 
the largest odds of increasing marijuana abuse/dependence.  Witnessing violence increased 
the odds of marijuana abuse/dependence by 742%.  Lastly, ACEs showed to have a robust 
relationship with hard drug abuse/dependence.  Having family alcohol problems increased 
the odds of hard drug abuse/dependence by 692%.  Family drug use increased the odds of 
being falling into the hard drug abuse/dependence by 689%.  Being a victim of physical and 
sexual assault increased the odds of hard drug abuse/dependence by 1,135% and 759% 
respectively.  Finally, being a witness to violence increased the odds of hard drug 
abuse/dependence by a staggering 1,222%.  Overall, the authors were able to show how each 
ACE impacted drug abuse and dependence by analyzing ACEs individually.   
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 Dube et al. (2003) examined how childhood abuse, neglect, and household 
dysfunction play a role in the risk for illicit drug use.  The authors used data from 3,948 
individuals who were from the Kaiser Health Appraisal Center in San Diego, CA.  The 
authors included emotional abuse, physical abuse, sexual abuse, household dysfunction, 
household domestic violence, and household substance abuse.  Illicit drug use variables 
included asking an individual if they had ever used street drugs and how old they were when 
they first started using drugs.  In sum, 27% of the sample had engaged in some form of illicit 
drug use.  Statistical analysis showed that each category of ACEs was positively related to 
drug initiation during early adolescence, mid-adolescence, and adulthood.  The ACE score 
also increased the chances that an individual had a drug problem or had self-reported being 
addicted to drugs.  In total, each of the ACE categories were associated with an increase in 
the likelihood of substance use problems.   
Adverse Childhood Experiences and Sexual Violence  
 Abblati and colleagues (2014) studied victimization in childhood of male sex 
offenders.  The authors used a sample of 54 men ages 18 to 77 who were convicted sex 
offenders.  The sample was comprised of individuals from multiple countries including 
Belgium, Switzerland, and France.  Researchers asked multiple questions about experiencing 
violence in multiple forms including being hit, humiliated, and experiencing sexual contact. 
Descriptive statistics show that 63% of the sample experiences psychological violence and 
61% had endured physical violence as children.  Moreover, 37% of the sample experienced 
sexual abuse.  Only 18% of the sample had experienced no form of ACEs.  There was no 
significant differences when looking at the rates of physical and psychological abuse for the 
sex offender who abused adults and the sex offender who abused children.  However, the 
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authors did find that experiencing sexual abuse was more common among sex offenders who 
offended against adults than sex offenders who offended against children.   
 Drury and colleagues (2017) examined ACEs, paraphilias, and violence using a 
sample of 225 federal sex offenders.  The sample represented a 5-year census of clients 
within a specific federal jurisdiction.  The offenses of convictions included rape, sodomy, 
oral copulation, sexual abuse, lewd and lascivious acts with w a child, possession of child 
pornography, production of child pornography, sexual exploitation of a minor/child, and 
violation of the sex offender registration and notification act.  The authors found that 29.2% 
of the sample had engaged in serious criminal violence, such as murder, rape, and kidnaping.  
The authors included 5 forms of ACEs in their study: father abandonment, mother 
abandonment, physical abuse, verbal/emotional abuse, and sexual abuse.  The authors 
accounted for multiple paraphilias such as pedophilia, transvestic fetishism, exhibitionism, 
voyeurism, sexual masochism, sexual sadism, frotteurism, bestiality, and paraphilia not 
otherwise specified.  Pedophilia was the most common paraphilia with 42.33% of the sample 
showing definite evidence.  The least common paraphilia was sexual sadism, with only 
4.65% on the sample falling into this category.  Physical abuse was significantly related to 
serious criminal violence but no other ACEs were significant.  Moreover, serious criminal 
violence was significantly related to sexual sadism, paraphilia not otherwise specified, and 
exhibitionism.   
 DeCou and colleagues (2015) examined female sex offending and the role 
victimization, psychological distress, and life stressors played on offending.  In total, 24 
female sex offenders were utilized from a medium-security women’s correctional facility 
who ranged in age from 23 to 49 years old.  The average sentence length of the sample was 
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10.9 years and individuals had already been in prison for 3.32 years on average.  The authors 
interviewed the sample and analyzed the qualitative data to find themes from the individuals.  
About half of the sample reported they had some sort of mental illness.  Victimization was a 
common theme among the sample with nearly half of the participants reporting being 
sexually victimized.  Specifically, participants reported histories of childhood sexual abuse 
such as molestation, sex with adults while under the age of consent, and rape.  The authors 
also reported that almost all of the sample was involved in substance use.  In fact, one of the 
female offenders reported that she offended against her niece because she was drunk.  
Another reported giving her victims methamphetamine to keep them high while they were 
offended against.  Overall, the authors found that using drugs and alcohol seemed to be a 
significant factor in the offending process.   
 Forsman and colleagues (2015) examined how childhood maltreatment impacted 
sexually coercive behavior.  The sample was part of a genetics of sex and aggression sample 
that targeted twins ages 18 to 33 and their old siblings.  A total of 9.534 individuals were 
included in the sample.  The authors employed the childhood trauma questionnaire short 
form which contained scales for physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional abuse, emotional 
neglect, and physical neglect.  Sexual coercion was measured in two forms.  First, 
participants were asked if they had or tried to have sex with someone against their will.  
Secondly, the authors used the Sexual Coercion Scale, which asks 6 questions.  Participants 
were asked if they had engaged in a sexual interaction with somebody even if they did not 
consent.  If they answered yes they had 6 follow up questions that asked if they said things 
they did not mean, pressured the individual, threatened to end the relationship, exploited the 
person because they were intoxicated, threatened to use physical force, or if they used 
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physical force.  Childhood maltreatment was reported from 23.4% of the sample.  Childhood 
maltreatment was significantly related to sexual coercion.  Additionally, the authors found 
that sexual coercion among twins who were maltreated in childhood was similar.  Results 
showed individuals who were sexually coercive were significantly more like to have been 
exposed to all childhood maltreatment measures.   
 Jung and Carlson (2011) examined the abuse histories of sex offenders.  The authors 
used a sample of 89 sex offenders who ranged from 18 to 68 years old.  A variety of 
variables were included such as a control of behavior scale, sex attitude scale, and sex 
offender acceptance of responsibility scale.  To examine childhood victimization clinical files 
were reviewed and abuse histories were coded.  Descriptive statistics showed that 14.6% 
were sexually abused, 13.5% were physically abused, 9% were both sexually and physically 
abused, and 61.5% of the sample had no childhood abusive experiences.  The authors found 
abused sex offenders, when compared with those who experienced no abuse had a higher 
motivation to change their behaviors based on scores from the sex offender acceptance of 
responsibility scale.  Comparing these two groups of offenders showed that those who were 
sexually abused were much more likely to indicate that they found children as being sexually 
attractive.  Moreover, sex offenders who experienced sexually abuse were less empathetic 
when compared to those who experienced no abuse and those who experienced just 
physically abuse.  Therefore, researchers should examine how specific types of abuse impact 
behavior.   
 McCuish and colleagues (2015) examined the differences in pathways of antisocial 
behaviors between juvenile sex offenders and juvenile non-sex offenders.  The authors used a 
sample of incarcerated male juvenile offenders from facilities in British Colombia, Canada.  
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The sample included 51 juvenile sex offenders and 94 juvenile non-sex offenders.  Both self-
report and official records were used to compile a collection of risk factors that are 
potentially related to juvenile delinquency.  The Measurement of Adolescent Social and 
Personal Adaptation in Quebec, which had measures of authority conflict and multiple 
behavioral measures.  Measures of authority conflict behavior included getting into trouble in 
the classroom, truancy from school, and getting in trouble for disobeying family rules.  
Covert behavior was measured as taking items from other people, stealing from a store, 
destroying school property, and automobile theft.  Overt behavior included hitting someone 
after they bullied you, fighting after someone accidently bumps you, getting into a fight, and 
making someone do something they didn’t want to do.  Findings show that physical abuse, 
sexual abuse, and sexual behavior at school were related to cover and overt behavior.   
 Widom and Ames (1994) examined the criminal consequences of being victimized 
sexually in childhood.  The authors used a matched cohort design, where abused (physically 
and sexually) and neglected children were matched with non-abused and non-neglected 
children.  The abused and neglected sample comprised of 908 confirmed cases of child abuse 
that were processed in the courts.  The sexual abuse cases included children who had been 
sodomized, fondled, and been victims of incest.  The physical abuse cases were made up of 
children who had incurred a variety of injuries like bruises, welts, burns, abrasions, 
lacerations, wounds, cuts, bone and skull fractures, and other evidence of physical abuse.  
Neglect cases were those who had been deemed to have parents who were not providing 
adequate food, clothing, shelter, supervision, and medical attention.  Official arrest records 
were used as the dependent variable to measure criminality.  Arrest were categorized into 6 
types: violent, property, alcohol, drugs, order, and sex.  Being abused and neglected was 
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significantly related to any arrest as a juvenile, property offenses as a juvenile, and truancy.  
However, being sexual abused did was not significantly associated with any type of arrest as 
a juvenile.  Being abused and neglect was significantly related to any arrest as an adult, 
property crimes as an adult, order crimes as an adult, and drug offenses as an adult.  Again, 
being sexual abused had no significant relationship with any of the adult arrest measures.  
When looking at arrest for sex crimes, the authors found that victims of sexual abuse were as 
likely to be arrested as victims of neglect for sex crimes.  However, the physical abused 
group was more likely than the sexually abused group and the neglect group to be arrested 
for a sex crime.  These findings showed that childhood maltreatment has a complicated 
relationship with offending and should be further examined.   
 Widom and Massey (2015) examined if sexual abuse experienced in childhood was 
predictive of sexual offending.  The authors used a cohort design with abused and neglected 
children were matched with non-abused and non-neglected children.  The sample was then 
followed into adulthood.  Physical abuse included cases with where children were bruised, 
burned, lacerated, broke bones, fractured skills, and other evidence of physical injury.  
Sexual abuse cases included sexual assault, fondling, rape, sodomy, and insect.  Neglect 
cases included poor care from parents, failure to provide food, shelter, clothing, and medical 
attention.  In total, 1,575 individuals (908 abused/neglect cases and 667 matched control 
cases) were part of this study.  Criminal histories were completed using official records from 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s National Crime Information Center and state law 
enforcement.  A total of 105 cases or 6.67% of the sample, had been charged with a sex 
offense.  Results show abused and neglected children were significantly more likely to be 
charged with a sex crime when compared to the control group.  Particularly, those who had a 
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history of physical abuse and neglect were significantly more likely to be arrested for a sex 
crime.  However, individuals with a history of childhood sexual abuse were not significantly 
more likely to be arrested for a sex crime when compared to the control group.  Moreover, 
individuals with histories of childhood physical abuse had significantly higher numbers of 
arrests for sex crimes.  The authors also looked specially at how these variables impacted 
individuals based on gender.  For males, childhood maltreatment, physical abuse, and neglect 
were associated with being arrested for a sex crime.  However, for females none of the abuse 
measures reached significance.  Overall, findings indicated that the relationship between sex 
abuse and future sex offending was none existent in their sample.  However, physical abuse 
and neglect did show the importance that childhood factors have on future offending.   
 Levenson and colleagues (2016) examined the impact that ACEs have on the lives of 
male sex offenders.  The authors used a sample of 679 male sex offenders from across the 
United States.  The sample had committed a wide range of sex offenses including sexual 
contact with a minor, child pornography, internet solicitation, and voyeurism.  The authors 
used ACE questions that encompassed emotional abuse, physical abuse, sexual abuse, 
emotional neglect, physical neglect, household violence, household incarceration, household 
mental illness, parental relationship status, and household substance abuse.  The most 
common ACE was having unmarried parents (54%) followed but verbal abuse (53%), 
substance abuse in their childhood home, physical abuse (42%), and sexual abuse (38%).  An 
astounding 45.7% of the offenders had experienced 4 or more ACEs, 12.3% had 3 ACEs, 
12.8% had 2 ACEs, 13.7% had 1 ACE, and 15.6% of the sample reported 0 ACEs.  Higher 
ACE scores were significantly correlated with socioeconomic status, educational attainment, 
and arrest for nonsexual offenses.  However, ACE scores had no significant correlation with 
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sex crime arrests or total number of victims.  Multiple ACEs were shown to be correlated 
including verbal abuse and physical abuse, domestic violence and physical abuse, emotional 
neglect and verbal abuse, and emotional neglect and physical abuse.  Moreover, those with 
victims younger than the age of 12 had a significantly higher average ACE score than those 
with older victims.  Moreover, those with higher average ACE scores were more likely to 
have used force in their sex offense, used a weapon in their sex offense, or injured their 
victim during their sex offense.  Overall, findings showed that ACEs had a robust effect on 
sexual offending.   
 Cohen et al. (2002) examined the childhood sexual history of 20 male pedophiles.  
The authors used a comparison group of 24 males.  Subjects met the diagnostic criteria for 
pedophilia, were heterosexual, and committed non-incest crimes.  All of the subjects had 
committed a sexual offense against a child 13 years or younger.  The control group of 24 
males were demographically alike and recruited through a local newspaper.  The authors 
gave their sample of sexual history questionnaire which contained 72 self-report items on 
childhood sexual experiences, sexual interests, and pedophilic behavior.  Pedophiles and the 
control group did not significantly differ on age, material status, ethnicity, or religion.  
However, there were significant differences in years of education and employment.  Only 3% 
of the control subjects reported being attracted to girls ages 13 to 17.  However, within the 
pedophile group, 50% reported attraction to girls ages 13 to 17, 30% preferred girls ages 10 
to 12, and 5% reported being attracted to girls ages 6 to 9.  Moreover, 30% of the pedophiles 
disclosed being attracted to girls 12 years and younger.  The pedophile group reported a 
significantly higher rate of childhood sexual abuse.  Specially, 60% of the pedophiles 
compared to 4% of the control group reported adult sexual advances in childhood.  
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Furthermore, 40% of the pedophiles reported being sexual abused by one or more men, 30% 
stated they had been abused by one or more women, and 15% indicated they had been abused 
by a family member.  In comparison, just one person in the control group reported being 
sexually abused.  The authors were able to show a drastic difference between sexual abuse in 
childhood between pedophiles and their control group.   
 Levenson and Socia (2016) used a sample of sex offenders to examine ACEs and 
arrest patterns.  The authors used a sample of sex offenders who were civilly committed and 
in out-patient treatment.  In total, 740 sex offenders were included in the sample.  The sample 
was 93.5% male and the majority was Caucasian (68%).  The authors measured 10 ACEs 
that encompassed emotional abuse, physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional neglect, physical 
neglect, household violence, unmarried parents, household substance abuse, household 
mental illness, and household incarceration.  To measure arrests patterns the authors used 
dichotomous (yes/no) questions asking if individuals had been arrested for certain types of 
crime.  The most common ACE was verbal abuse, followed by physical abuse, and sexual 
abuse.  In total, 45.3% of the sample had 4 or more ACEs, 12.5% had 3 ACEs, 12.8% had 2 
ACEs, 13.8% had 1 ACE, and 15.7% had 0 ACEs.  Results indicated that total ACEs were 
significantly correlated with total number of arrests, non-sexual arrest, and sex crime arrests.  
Sex offenders with adult victims were also shown to have a higher average number of 
nonsexual arrests, which is a testament to the criminal versatility of this group.  Moreover, 
the group who had adult victims also had significantly higher ACEs scores, indicating that 
childhood trauma had a major impact on criminality within the sample.   
 Levenson and Grady (2016) examined the impact childhood trauma had on sexual 
violence and sexual deviance in adulthood.  The authors used a sample of 740 adult sex 
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offenders, 93.5% of who were male.  The authors included ACE measures for emotional 
abuse, physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional neglect, physical neglect, household domestic 
violence, unmarried parents, household substance abuse, household mental illness, and 
having a household member incarcerated.  Sexual deviance was measured using an index 
comprised of four questions: if you victimized a male, victimized a stranger, had a victim 
under the age of 12, and had multiple victims.  Sexual violence included measures for if an 
offender used force, weapons, or caused injury during their sex crimes.  Correlation results 
showed ACE scores were significantly related to higher scores on sexual deviance and sexual 
violence.  Regression analysis was used to examine the individual effects of each ACE.  
Childhood sexual abuse, emotional neglect, having unmarried parents, and mental illness in a 
home were all significantly related to an increase in sexual deviance.  For sexual violence, 
physical abuse, substance abuse in the home, and household member incarceration were 
significant predictors.  Overall, the results showed that different ACEs were related to sexual 
deviance when compared to sexual violence.   
 Papalia and colleagues (2018) examined the gender specific effects that sexual abuse 
has on criminal offending.  The data was gathered from the Office of Forensic Medicine and 
had information on official reports of sexual abuse.  The sample contained 2,759 children 
who had been victims of sexual abuse.  Additionally, a control sample gathered from the 
Australian Electoral Commission gave the authors an additional 2,677 individual to match to 
the abused sample.  With the abused sample, 63% of the sexual abuse involved penetration, 
with girls reporting higher rates of penetration.  A relative was the offender 51.9% of the 
time and 94.4% of the sample was abused by a single perpetrator.  Victims of childhood 
sexual abuse had been charged with a significantly higher number of crimes when compared 
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to the control group.  This included significantly higher levels of property damage, theft, 
weapon offenses, drug offenses, sexual offense, and sex offenses against children.  The 
others also examined if gender had an influence for the group of individuals who had been 
sexually abused in childhood.  The findings show that exposure to childhood sexual abuse 
had a stronger negative effect for females when compared to males for violent offenses and 
total number of criminal chargers.   
 Grady, Yoder, and Brown (2018) examined childhood maltreatment and sexual 
offending.  Data was collected from 200 total individuals, with 146 being adjudicated 
juvenile offending who lived in the community and 54 who were confined to a juvenile 
delinquent facility.  In total, 35% of the sample committed a sexual crime.  The sample was 
divided into those who had committed a sex offense and those who had not.  On average, the 
age of the sample was 17.17 years old and lived in a placement for 22 months.  The racial 
composition of the sample was 40.6% Caucasian, 20.3% African American, 36% Hispanic, 
8% Native American, and 2% Asian.  Childhood abuse measured were gathered from the 
childhood trauma questioner, which is a 25 item measure asking about how often they 
experienced specific forms of maltreatment.  Domestic traumatic experiences were included 
in the study and encompassed parental substance abuse problems, illegal activities by family, 
and children being placed outside of the home.  Physical abuse was significantly correlated 
with sexual abuse, and domestic traumatic experiences.  Sexual abuse was significantly 
correlated with domestic traumatic experiences.  The results showed the comorbid nature of 
how ACEs manifest.   
 Drury, Elbert, and DeLisi (2019) examined how childhood sexual abuse was 
associated with sexual offending.  The authors used a sample of 863 active correctional 
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clients within a midwestern jurisdiction in the United States.  The sample was 84% male, 
79% Caucasian, 20.6% African American, and the average age was 44 years old.  The 
sample committed a wide range of offenses including distributing methamphetamine, felon in 
possession of a firearm, bank fraud, distributing cocaine, and possession or manufacturing 
child pornography.  The authors examined ACE such as parental drug use, father neglect, 
mother neglect, physical abuse, emotional abuse, and sexual abuse.  The sample’s on average 
was exposed to 2.62 ACEs during their life.  The authors also included a variety of control 
variables.  Arrest onset was included and measured the earliest age of arrest.  Furthermore, 
total arrest charges, antisocial personality disorder, sexual sadism, pedophilia, and rape 
charges.  Findings showed that males, older offenders, those with earlier arrest onset, and 
those with fewer ACEs, those who had antisocial personality disorder, sexual sadism, and 
pedophilia had more rape/sexual abuse arrest charges.  The results indicated that 
psychological measures and other criminological variables were more predictive than ACEs 
in predicting sexually violent behavior.   
  Jespersen and colleagues (2009) conducted a meta-analysis and examined the sexual 
abuse history for adult sex offenders and non-sex offenders.  The authors compared 
childhood sexual abuse and other forms of abuse from 17 different studies.  Overall, findings 
indicate that sex offenders had a significantly higher level of sexual abuse when compared to 
non-sex offenders.  However, the two groups did not differ significantly when comparing 
rates of physical abuse.  The authors also compared sex offenders who offended against 
children and those who offended against adults.  The results showed that those who offended 
against children were more likely to have experienced sexual abused.  However, the group 
that offended against adults was more likely to have been physical abused.  Overall, findings 
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showed a strong effect regarding sexual abuse and sex offending because of the author use of 
samples from 17 different studies.   
 King and colleagues (2019) examined the potential relationship between childhood 
sexual abuse and sexual aggression in adulthood.  The sample was comprised of 489 men 
over the age of 17 in the United States.  The average of the sample was 34.8 years old but 
ranged from 18 to 73.  The racial makeup of the sample was 83% Caucasian, 5.1% Hispanic, 
4.5% African American, 3.7% Asian, and 1.2% Native American.  Childhood maltreatment 
was measured using the violent experiences questionnaire, which provides estimates for the 
frequency in which childhood maltreatment occurred.  The authors also used the sexual 
experiences survey-short for perpetration, which gave an estimates of the amount of times an 
individual engaged in unwanted sexually aggressive activities since the age of 14.  Childhood 
sexual abuse was shown to be a significant predictor of sexual aggression indicators such as 
frotteurism, attempted coercion, attempted rape, completed coercion, and completed rape.  
King et al.’s (2019) findings are important because they used a general population sample.  
The findings showed that sexual abuse was an important indicator of sexual aggression not 









CHAPTER 6. METHODS 
Research Purpose 
 This dissertation explores the role that psychopathy and ACEs have on criminal 
behavior.  Drury et al. (2019) stated that criminology has failed to properly account for the 
role of ACEs and DeLisi (2016) advocated for the inclusion of psychopathy in criminological 
literature.  The current sheds light on these two omissions. To do so, the current analysis 
employed a research design that included measures for psychopathy, ACEs, and official 
criminal histories.   
Access to Facilities   
 I developed a relationship with the Iowa Department of Corrections when I asked to 
evaluate one of their widely used risk assessments.  My first technical report for the Iowa 
Department of Corrections was produced in 2018.  I went on to generate two other technical 
reports in 2019.  Beyond these reports, I produced two presentations on my research 
pertaining to these technical reports for the Iowa Department of Corrections.  Since I have 
done a variety of research for the Iowa Department of Corrections I have been able to 
develop a strong relationship with them.  I discussed the idea for this research project and 
was granted the opportunity to conduct my dissertation research within these facilities.    
Participants and Procedures  
 The current analysis used a sample of incarcerated males and females located in the 
central part of Iowa.  Data was collected in accordance with the university’s Institutional 
Review Board (see Appendix).  All individuals were currently under the supervision of the 
Iowa Department of Correctional Services as either probationers or parolees, with many 
recently coming to the facilities from jail or prison.  All residents at the facilities were 
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eligible to participate in the study.  Multiple trips to each facility were made to survey 
residents at the facilities.  Individuals were assured that I was not an Iowa Department of 
Correction employee and that their parole officer or any other staff would not have access to 
their survey.  Furthermore, they were told that there would be no negative effects for taking 
or not taking the survey.  Participants were not compensated financially for parking in this 
study.  While there was no direct monetary benefit, studies have shown that by participating 
in research projects individuals in the criminal justice system gain psychological satisfaction 
and enjoy a break from the routinized lifestyle of confinement (Copes, Hochstetler, and 
Brown 2013).  Participants were not asked to sign an informed consent to increase 
anonymity.  Therefore, consent was conferred when an individual agreed to participate in the 
study.   
 Residents at the male facility are part of either a full residential program, substance 
abuse treatment program, transitional housing program, or half way in program. The full 
residential program is in place to offer a more structured approach to probation and parole 
supervision. Those involved in the substance abuse treatment program are primarily 
receiving treatment focused on pro-social activities, employed, and are able to maintain 
family and community connections. The transitional housing program is short term and 
designed for individuals who have lost their housing or are in an unstable living environment. 
The half way in program is an intermediate sanction program for individuals who are deemed 
to need higher level of accountability and stability to succeed. 
 The women’s facility houses individuals as a condition of probation or parole, as a 
habitual operating while intoxicated (OWI) offender, or as a resident on jail transfer. The 
program intends to help individuals address criminal cognition and substance abuse. 
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Moreover, individuals are provided with programs on employment, stress management, 
finances, nutrition, parents, and trauma. The variety of the programs and individuals who will 
be eligible to participate in these programs should provide an array of offenders.   
Data Measurement  
Psychopathy 
The PPI-SF (Lilienfeld and Hess 2001) was used as the psychopathy measure in their 
current analysis.  This PPI family is considered the leading self-report psychopathy measures 
(Witt et al. 2009).  The PPI-SF is comprised of 56 items, uses a 4-point Likert scale (strongly 
disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree), and contains 8 subscales of psychopathy 
(Machiavellian egocentricity, social potency, coldheartedness, carefree nonplanfulness, 
fearlessness, blame externalization, rebellious nonconformity, and stress immunity).  Being a 
pure personality inventory, the PPI-SF contains no items that directly assess antisocial 
behaviors.  The PPI measures have been demonstrated as valid and reliable tools among 
institutionalized and clinical samples (Andershed et al. 2008; DeLisi et al. 2014; Vaughn, 
Howard, and DeLisi 2008; Veen et al. 2011).   
Psychopathy Subscales  
Since these eight constructs are measuring different aspects of psychopathy it is 
important to measure psychopathy as a single construct but also to breakdown the complexity 
of the concept.  Machiavellian egocentricity measures narcissism, self-interested, and 
ruthless social functioning areas of psychopathy.  For example, “I often tell people only the 
part of the truth they want to hear” falls into the Machiavellian egocentric category.  Social 
potency evaluates an individual’s apparent ability to manipulate and influence others.  An 
example of a social potency question is “I am a good conversationalist”.  Coldheartedness 
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assesses the callousness, unemotionality, and lack of sentimentality within an individual.  For 
instance, “I often become deeply attached to people I like” is part of the coldheartedness 
scale.  Carefree nonplanfulness conveys to indifference to planning one’s actions and overall 
irresponsibility.  One example of a question regarding carefree nonplanfulness is “I weigh the 
pros and cons of major decisions carefully before I make them.”  Fearlessness captures a lack 
of anxiety and harm avoidance, with an inclination to engage in risky behaviors.  For 
example, “making a parachute jump would really frighten me” is part of the fearlessness 
category.  Blame externalization assess an external base of control where an individual 
blames others and rationalizes their behavior.  For instance, “some people seem to have gone 
out of their way to make life difficult for me” is part of the blame externalization scale.  
Rebellious nonconformity measures a lack of concern for social rules and norms.  One 
example question of the rebellious nonconformity is “I’ve always considered myself to be 
something of a rebel.”  Stress immunity encompasses a lack of reaction to stimuli that would 
normal induce stress or anxiety.  Lastly, an example from the stress immunity scale is “I can 
remain calm in situations that would make many other people panic.” 
Research has shown the importance of examining not only psychopathy but also the 
individual factors that make up this disorder.  For example, Heirigs et al. (2019) found that 
psychopathy (measured by the PPI-SF) was positively related to suicidal ideation.  However, 
the authors broke down the PPI-SF into the eight domains and found that carefree 
nonplanfulness, blame externalization and rebellious nonconformity were significant 
predictors of suicidal ideation. However, stress immunity was significantly linked to a 
reeducation in suicidal ideation. Thus, it is important to understand the complexity of 
psychopathy’s role on behavior.  
102 
 
Adverse Childhood Experiences  
 The current analysis used 9 yes/no questions to measure ACEs: As a child were you 
physically abused (I.e., slapped or hit leaving a mark)?  As a child were you sexually abused?  
As a child were you ever emotionally abused?  As a child were you raised in poverty?  As a 
child did you have family members who were gang members?  Growing up did a member of 
your household commit suicide?  As a child did a member of your household have a mental 
illness?  Was your mother (or stepmom) treated violently or poorly by your father (or 
stepfather)?  Did a household member go to prison during your childhood?  These 9 items 
can be totaled into one score or examined separately to see the effects of each individual 
ACE.   
Age at First Conviction 
 Age at first conviction was gathered from the official criminal histories for each 
individual.  Early onset of criminal behavior is one of the most robust variables regarding 
criminal offending (Farrington and Hawkins 1991; Moffitt 1993; Nagin and Farrington 1992; 
Piquero and Chung 2001; Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin 1972).  For example, Wolfgang and 
colleagues found that boys who started engaging in delinquency at age 13 committed more 
offenses when compared to boys who started their criminal career later.  Moreover, using the 
1958 Philadelphia birth cohort Kempf-Leonard, Tracy, and Howell (2001) found that those 
who were arrested early in their life continued to accumulate arrests into their adulthood.  This 
type of relationship has been found in a variety of samples and using an assortment of data 
(Blumstein, Farrington, and Moitra 1985; Drury, DeLisi, and Elbert 2020; Piquero, Brame, 
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Moffitt 2005; Piquero, Farrington and Blumstein 2003).  However, DeLisi (2006) using a 
sample of 500 habitual offenders found that 62% were not arrested until adulthood.   
Buss-Perry Aggression Scale 
 Buss and Perry (1992) introduced the Buss-Perry Aggression Scale to account for 
individuals aggression.  The scale includes 29 items and uses a scale of 1-7 ranging from 
extremely uncharacteristic of me to extremely characteristic of me.  The scale measures  
physical aggression, verbal aggression, anger, and hostility.  Some examples of the Buss-
Perry Aggression Scale include “I get into fights a little more than the average person”, “I 
have threatened people I know”, and “I am suspicious of overly friendly strangers.”  This 
was used for supplementary analysis to examine the relationship between aggression and 
psychopathy, and aggression and ACEs.   
Demographic Variables 
Gender is an important factor to account for based upon the differential offending and 
psychopathology among males and females (Colins et al. 2017; Hare 1991, 1996, 1998).  
Gender was coded by assigning a 0 to males and a 1 to females.  The sample was made up of 
189 males and 131 females.  Age is another variable that should be accounted for based upon 
the prior research (DeLisi 2005; Moffit 1993).  The average age of the current sample was 
36.69 years old.  Race will be included in the analysis to account for the racial discrepancies 
associated with criminal offending (Blum et al. 2000; DeLisi 2005; Hamberger and Hastings, 
1992; McLaughlin et al. 2007).  Race was coded by assigning a 1 to Whites, 0 to African 
Americans, Hispanics, and Asian/Pacific Islander.  239 individuals in the sample were white, 
with the remaining 81 being people of color.  Gang membership is an important factor to 
account for as belonging to a gang has been associated with higher levels of offending and 
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victimization (Drury and DeLisi 2011; Katz et al. 2011).  Gang memberships was coded as a 
0 for not being a member of a gang and 1 for being a gang member.  The sample had 23 
individuals who were identified as gang members.   
Criminal History 
 Official criminal records were collected from the Iowa Department of Corrections for 
each of the individuals who participated in the study.  Counts were taken for each of the 
crimes committed and were converted into total crimes, violent crimes, property crimes, drug 
offenses, weapons charges, and sex offenses committed.  Binary variables were also created 
for each of these categories to measure if an individual had ever committed a certain type of 
offense.   
Violent Crimes 
 Violent crimes committed by the sample included: murder, attempted murder, 
robbery, assault, assault with bodily injury, assault with a weapon, willful injury, assault on a 
peace officer, domestic abuse.  The Iowa Code (2020) report gave definitions for the offenses 
and will be used to allow for a more in-depth understanding of the variables.  A murder or 
non-negligent manslaughter is the willful killing of another individual.  Robbery is defined as 
the taking or attempt to take something of value from an individual by force or threat of 
force.  An assault involves no weapon or serious injury.  However, assault with bodily injury 
involves great bodily harm and assault with a weapon means a weapon was used in the 
commission of the act.  Assault on a peace officer means that a law enforcement employee 




Property Crimes  
Property crimes committed by individuals in this study included: burglary, attempted 
burglary, theft, conspiracy to commit a felony property crime, arson, criminal mischief, 
trespassing, unauthorized use of credit cards, identity theft, forgery, and operating a vehicle 
without consent.  The Iowa Code (2020) report stated that burglary can be defined as the 
unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or theft.  This also includes any attempt at 
forcible entry.  Theft can be viewed as the unlawful taking of property from possession or 
constructive possession of another.  Arson is the purposeful burning or attempt to burn 
property.  Forgery is defined as the altering, copying, or imitation of something without the 
authority or right to do so.  Operating a vehicle without consent is the theft of a motor 
vehicle.   
Drug Offenses 
 Drug offense committed by the sample included: prohibited acts of manufacturing, 
dealing, conspiracy, or possession with intent to sell, drug paraphernalia, possession of a 
controlled substance, and federal drug law violations.  Prohibited acts of manufacturing, 
dealing, conspiracy, or possession with intent to sell encompasses charges for individuals 
with a large personal supply of drugs or a large supply of drugs that are intended for sale.  
Drug paraphernalia charges occur when  
Sex Offenses  
 Sex offenses committed by those within the sample included: 2nd degree sexual abuse, 
3rd degree sexual abuse, incest, enticing a child, indecent exposure, sexual exploration of a 
minor, lascivious acts, disseminating obscene material to a minor, and assault to commit 
sexual abuse (Iowa Code 2020).  Sexual abuse in the 2nd degree occurs when a person 
106 
commits sexual abuse under the following circumstances: displays a weapon in a threating 
manner, uses force that creates the risk of death or major injury, or the victim is under the age 
of 12.  Sexual abuse in the 3rd degree is defined as sexual abuse that happens under the 
following conditions: The act is done by force or the act is performed while the victim is 
under the influence.  Lascivious acts with a child occurs when the offender is 16 years or 
older and performs any of the following acts in a sexual manner with a child: fondles the 
genitals of a child, has a child fondle their genitals, solicits a child to engage in a sex act, or 
inflects pain or discomforts on a child.  Indecent exposure occurs when a person exposes 
their genitals to another person or commits a sex act in the presence of another party.    
Weapon Offenses  
 Weapons offense committed by individuals in the sample included: carrying 
weapons, felon with a firearm, trafficking in stolen weapons, assault with a weapon, and 
federal firearm charges.  According to the Iowa Code (2020) carrying weapons charges are 
reserved for those who knowingly carry weapons like a knife or firearm.  Trafficking in 
stolen weapons occurs when an individual buys, sells or facilitates the transaction of a stolen 
weapon.  Federal firearm charges were given to individuals who had engaged in trafficking 
firearms across state lines.   
Model Specification  
 The dependent variables used in this analysis will be violent crimes, property crimes, 
drug offenses, and sexual offenses.  A binary variable can also be created for each type of 
offense, assigning a 1 to those who have been convicted of at least one of the specified 
crimes.  The main variables of interest are psychopathy and ACEs.  Psychopathy was 
measured using the PPI-SF and the PPI-SF subscales.  ACEs are measured by taking into 
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account 9 unique childhood events. These were: As a child were you physically abused (I.e., 
slapped or hit leaving a mark)?  As a child were you sexually abused?  As a child were you 
ever emotionally abused?  As a child were you raised in poverty?  As a child did you have 
family members who were gang members?  Growing up did a member of your household 
commit suicide?  As a child did a member of your household have a mental illness?  Was 
your mother (or stepmom) treated violently or poorly by your father (or stepfather)?  Did a 
household member go to prison during your childhood?  Moreover, demographic measures 
such as gender, age, and gang affiliation are used as control variables.  Additionally, age at 
first conviction was collected to help measure an individual’s propensity to engage in 
criminal activity.   
Methods of Analysis  
 Regression analysis is the primary method employed to analyze the relationship 
between psychopathy, ACEs, and criminal activity.  Due to the nature of the data, analysis 
will be limited to Poisson regression, negative binomial regression and logistic regression 
with odds ratios.  Poisson models are widely used and accepted for researchers using count 
data (Lawless 1987).  However, if overdispersion is detected in the Poisson models, negative 
binomial regression was used.  Ultimately, analysis showed that negative binomial regression 
was the correct choice.  For models that examine if a type of crime was ever committed 
logistic regression with odds ratios will be used because of the binary nature of the dependent 
variable (Spicer 2005).  However, when examining the dependent variables in count form, 




CHAPTER 7. FINDINGS  
Violent Crime  
Table 1. Negative Binomial Regression for Violent Crimes 
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White -.21 .22 -.93 
Female -.25 .21 -1.17 
Gang Member .56** .34 1.65 
Age at First 
Conviction  
-.07*** .02 -4.24 
Age .049 .013 3.83 
Total ACEs -.01 .04 -.93 
PPI-SF  -.01 .01 .60 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 62.75***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 1 shows results for the entire sample of 320 individuals for violent crime using 
negative binomial regression.  Psychopathy and ACEs were unrelated to violent crimes for 
the sample.  However, gang membership was significantly related to violent crimes.  
Moreover, age at first conviction was significant and negative.  This indicates that the 
number of violent crimes increased as the age at first conviction decreased.  As previously 
discussed the PPI-SF breaks down into a variety of subscales.   
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Table 2. Negative Binomial Regression for PPI-SF Subscales and Violent Crime     
 Coefficient  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White -.23 .24 -.98 
Female -.24 .22 -1.06 
Gang Member .56 .34 1.62 
Age at First Conviction  -.07*** .02 -4.27 
Age .05*** .01 3.85 
Total ACEs -.02 .45 -.43 
Machiavellian 
Egocentricity  
-.01 .03 -.04 
Social Potency -.01 .03 -.29 
Coldheartedness .02 .03 .55 
Carefree 
Nonplanfullness 
-.04 .02 -1.26 
Fearlessness .00 .24 -.18 
Blame Externalization .01 .02 .29 
Impulsive 
Nonconformity 
.00 .29 .09 
 Stress Immunity  -.04 .30 -1.35 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 62.31***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 2 shows the relationship for violent crimes with a focus on the PPI-SF 
subscales.  Results indicate that none of the PPI-SF subscales are significantly related to 
violent crime counts.  Furthermore, ACEs were again not related to the number of violent 
crimes committed.  Once again, age at first conviction was significant and in the negative 
direction.  Moreover, age was significant and positive.  The next model for the sample 
examined the relationship between violent crimes and each individual ACE.  The relationship 
between age at first convection and violent crime was significant and negative.  Additionally, 
the relationship between age and violent crimes was significant and positive.  Only one ACE 
was found to be significantly related to violent crimes. If a household member had gone to 
prison during their childhood there was actually a negative relationship to violent offenses.   
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In fact, if a household member had gone to prison then the number of violent offenses an 
individual committed decreased. 
Table 3. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Violent  Offenses 
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .83 .24 -.64 
Female .75 .20 -1.08 
Gang Member 1.14 .54 .27 
Age at First Conviction  .94** .02 -3.12 
Age 1.05** .02 3.15 
Total ACEs .97 .05 -.51 
PPI-SF 1.00 .01 -.26 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .04   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 3 shows the full model for logistic regression with odds ratios for the entire 
320-person sample.  Two variables showed a significant relationship to an individual ever 
have committed a violent offense.  For every year that age at first conviction decreased there 
was a 6% increase in the odds of that individual ever having committed a violent crime 
(OR=.94, p<.01).  Moreover, as age increased there was a 5% increase in the odds of that 
individual ever having committed a violent offense (OR=.05, p<.01).  Of note, both the PPI-
SF and ACEs were not significant.   
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Table 4. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for PPI-SF Subscales and Violent Offenses 
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .79 .24 -.80 
Female .76 .21 -1.03 
Gang Member 1.11 .54 .21 
Age at First Conviction  .94*** .02 -3.29 
Age 1.06*** .02 3.30 
Total ACEs .96 .05 -.71 
Machiavellian Egocentricity  .98 .04 -.57 
Social Potency .98 .03 -.60 
Coldheartedness 1.02 .04 .58 
Carefree Nonplanfullness .99 .04 -.22 
Fearlessness 1.03 .03 .88 
Blame Externalization 1.02 .03 .67 
Impulsive Nonconformity .99 .03 -1.00 
 Stress Immunity  .97 .03 -1.00 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .05   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 4 shows the relationship between individuals ever having committed a violent 
offense with the PPI-SF subscales.  Results show that none of the PPI-SF subscales are 
significantly related to an individual ever having committed a violent crime.  Both age at first 
conviction and age were significantly related to the odds of an individual ever having 
committed a violent offense.  For every year that age at first conviction decreased there was a 
6% increase in the odds of that individual ever having committed a violent crime (OR=.94, 
p<.001).  Moreover, as age increased there was a 6% increase in the odds of that individual 
ever having committed a violent offense (OR=.94, p<.001).    
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Table 5. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for ACEs and Violent Offenses 
 OR  Standard Error  Z 
White .86 .28 -.47 
Female .77 .21 -.95 
Gang Member 1.06 .52 .12 
Age at First Conviction  .94** .02 -3.17 
Age 1.06*** .02 3.20 
PPI-SF 1.00 .01 -.12 
Physical Abuse .90 .36 -.25 
Sexual Abuse .76 .27 -.79 
Emotional Abuse .95 .36 -.13 
Raised in Poverty 1.05 .31 .18 
Family Gang Members 1.31 .50 .71 
Household Suicide .66 .28 -.99 
Household Mental Illness 
1.32 .39 .94 
Household Domestic Abuse 
1.41 .45 1.07 
Household Incarceration  
.53 .18 -1.88 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .06   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 5 shows logistic regression with odds ratios for the entire sample with each 
individual ACE loaded into the model.  Results indicate that none of the ACEs were 
significantly related to an individual having ever committed a violent offense.  Again, both 
age and age at first conviction were significantly related to violent offending.  For every year 
that age at first conviction decreased there was a 6% increase in the odds of that individual 
ever having committed a violent crime (OR=.04, p<.01).  Moreover, as age increased there 
was a 6% increase in the odds of that individual ever having committed a violent offense 
(OR=1.06, p<.001).   
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Table 6. Logistic  Regression with Odds Ratios for Violent Offenses for Males  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .84 .31 -.46 
Gang Member .84 .47 -.32 
Age at First Conviction  .92*** .02 -3.35 
Age 1.08*** .02 3.65 
Total ACEs 1.01 .07 .16 
PPI-SF 1.00 .01 .21 
    
N 189   
Pseudo R2 .07   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 Next, I broke the sample into males, females, Whites, and African Americans to 
examine the relationship between the variables and having ever committed a violent offense.  
Table 6 showed the results for logistic regression with odds ratios for 189 males.  The PPI-SF 
and ACEs showed no significant relationship to an individual having ever committed a 
violent offense.  However, both age at first conviction and age were significantly related to 
having ever committed a violent offense.  For every year decrease in the age at first 
conviction there was an 8% increase in the odds of that individual having committed a 
violent offense (OR=.92, p<.001).  Furthermore, for every year increase in age there was an 
8% increase in the odds of that individual having committed a violent offense (OR=1.08, 
p<.001).   
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Table 7. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Violent Offenses for Females  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .77 .37 -.55 
Gang Member 2.33 2.48 .80 
Age at First Conviction  1.00 .04 -.09 
Age .99 .03 -.18 
Total ACEs .92 .07 -1.01 
PPI-SF .99 .01 -.50 
    
N 131   
Pseudo R2 .02   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 7 shows results for logistic regression with odds ratios for violent offenses for 
all females in the sample.  None of the variables were significantly related to an increase in 
the odds of a female having ever committed a violent offense.   
Table 8. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Violent  Offenses for Whites  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
Female .75 .23 -.95 
Gang Member 2.26 1.62 1.13 
Age at First Conviction  .94** .02 -2.89 
Age 1.06** .02 2.80 
Total ACEs .97 .06 -.47 
PPI-SF 1.00 .01 .36 
    
N 239   
Pseudo R2 .05   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 8 shows results for logistic regression with odds ratios for Whites.  Findings 
show that only age at first conviction and age were significantly related to the odds of an 
individual having ever committed a violent offense.  For every year decrease in the age at 
first conviction there was a 6% increase in the odds of that individual having committed a 
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violent offense (OR=.94, p<.01).  Furthermore, for every year increase in age there was a 6% 
increase in the odds of that individual having committed a violent offense (OR=1.06, p<.01).   
Table 9. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Violent Offenses for African Americans   
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
Female 1.08 .68 .13 
Gang Member 1.04 .84 .05 
Age at First Conviction  1.06 .06 .93 
Age 1.00 .04 .08 
Total ACEs .97 .11 -.25 
PPI-SF .96 .02 -1.51 
    
N 57   
Pseudo R2 .07   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 9 shows the results for logistic regression with odds ratios for violent offenses 
for African Americans.  However, none of the variables were significantly related to violent 







Table 10. Negative Binomial Regression for Property Crimes 
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White .16 .18 .90 
Female .80** .15 5.23 
Gang Member .12 .29 .40 
Age at First 
Conviction  
-.09*** .01 -7.11 
Age .07 .01 6.45 
Total ACEs .14 .03 .47 
PPI-SF  .14*** .01 2.69 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 302.32***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 10 shows the results for the entire 320-person sample for property crimes using 
negative binomial regression.  Results showed that females were more likely than males to be 
convicted of property crimes.  Furthermore, age at first conviction was significant and 
negatively related to property crimes.  The PPI-SF was significant and positively related to 
property crime.  For example, higher scores on the PPI-SF were related to increased levels of 
property offenses.  ACEs were not significantly related to property crimes for the sample.   
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Table 11. Negative Binomial Regression for PPI-SF Subscales and Property Crimes      
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White .13 .19 .70 
Female .79*** .16 5.00 
Gang Member .10 .29 .34 
Age at First Conviction  -.09*** .01 -7.15 
Age .07*** .01 6.34 
Total ACEs .01 .03 .39 
Machiavellian Egocentricity  -.15 .02 -.73 
Social Potency .02 .02 1.05 
Coldheartedness -.01 .02 -.58 
Carefree Nonplanfullness .04 .02 1.66 
Fearlessness .02 .02 1.17 
Blame Externalization .02 .02 1.17 
Impulsive Nonconformity .01 .02 .65 
 Stress Immunity  .03 .02 1.15 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 293.12***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 11 shows the relationship between the PPI-SF subscales and property crimes 
for the full sample.  None of the PPI-SF subscales were significantly related to property 
crime.  However, female was significant and positively related to property crimes.  Age at 
first conviction was significant and negatively related to property crimes.  Moreover, age was 
significant and positively related to property offenses.   
118 
Table 12. Negative Binomial Regression for ACEs and Property Crimes  
 Coefficient  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .24 .20 1.19 
Female .76*** .16 4.72 
Gang Member .13 .30 .42 
Age at First Conviction  -.09*** .01 -7.03 
Age .07*** .01 6.82 
PPI-SF .04* .01 2.52 
Physical Abuse -.54
* .23 -2.31 
Sexual Abuse .06 .21 .28 
Emotional Abuse .47
* .22 2.16 
Raised in Poverty -.08 .18 -.44 
Family Gang Members .29 .23 1.25 
Household Suicide .11 .26 .48 
Household Mental Illness 
.18 .17 1.07 
Household Domestic Abuse 
-.10 .19 -.53 
Household Incarceration  
.00 .19 .02 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 259.16***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Next, table 12 shows the results for negative binominal regression with each 
individual ACE being accounted for.  Again, female was significant and positively related to 
property offending.   
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Table 13. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Property Offenses 
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White 1.18 .35 .55 
Female 3.57*** .98 4.62 
Gang Member 2.09 1.20 1.28 
Age at First Conviction  .88*** .02 -5.61 
Age 1.10*** .02 4.78 
Total ACEs 1.01 .05 .16 
PPI-SF 1.02* .01 1.96 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .15   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Logistic regression with odds ratios were used by creating a binary dependent 
variable for if an individual had ever committed a property offense.  For the entire sample of 
320 individuals there were 4 significant variables.  Table 13 shows that females were 257% 
more likely to have committed a property offense when compared to their male counterparts 
(OR=3.57, p<.001).  There was a 12% increase in the odds of that individual having ever 
committed a property offense for every decrease in age at first conviction (OR=.88, p<.001).  
Furthermore, for every year of age there was a 10% increase in the odds of an individual 
having ever committed a property offense (OR=1.10, p<.001).  The PPI-SF was significant 
and positive with each additional point on the PPI-SF increase the odds of an individual 
having ever committed a property offense by 2% (OR=1.02, p<.001).   
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Table 14. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for PPI-SF Subscales and Property Crimes  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White 1.09 .34 .26 
Female 3.60*** 1.05 4.40 
Gang Member 2.22 1.31 1.35 
Age at First Conviction  .87*** .02 -5.87 
Age 1.11 .02 5.01 
Total ACEs .99 .06 -.14 
Machiavellian Egocentricity  .95 .04 .24 
Social Potency 1.01 .04 .24 
Coldheartedness 1.04 .04 .97 
Carefree Nonplanfullness 1.06 .04 1.35 
Fearlessness 1.08* .32 2.54 
Blame Externalization 1.04 .03 1.40 
Impulsive Nonconformity .99 .04 -.34 
 Stress Immunity  .97 .03 -.94 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .17   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 14 shows how each of the PPI-SF subscales are related to if an individual had 
ever committed a property offense.  Only one of the PPI-SF subscales was significantly 
related to property offending.  For every 1 point increase on the fearlessness scale there was 
an 8% increase in the odds of that individual having been convicted of a property offense 
(OR=1.08, p<.05).  Females were 260% more likely to have been convicted of property 
offense then males (OR=3.60, p<.001).  For every 1 year decrease in an individual’s age at 
first conviction there was a 13% increase in the odds of that individual having been convicted 
of a property offense (OR=.87, p<.001).   
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Table 15. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for ACEs and Property Crimes      
 OR  Standard Error  Z 
White 1.17 .39 .46 
Female 3.56*** 1.04 4.33 
Gang Member 1.88 1.11 1.07 
Age at First Conviction  .87*** .02 -5.71 
Age 1.11*** .02 5.03 
PPI-SF 1.02 .01 1.88 
Physical Abuse .66 .26 -1.05 
Sexual Abuse .84 .30 -.48 
Emotional Abuse 1.42 .56 .89 
Raised in Poverty .95 .28 -.17 
Family Gang Members 1.34 .53 .74 
Household Suicide 1.31 .53 .66 
Household Mental Illness 
1.50 .45 1.35 
Household Domestic Abuse 
.81 .26 -.64 
Household Incarceration  
.91 .29 -.31 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .16   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 15 shows the effects that each individual ACE has on property offenses.  None 
of the ACEs were significantly related to property offending.  Females were 256% more 
likely to be convicted of a property offense when compared to males (OR=3.56, p<.001).  
For every year decrease in age at first conviction there was a 13% increase in the odds of an 
individual being convicted of a property crime (OR=.87, p<.001).  The last significant 
variable was age, with every year increase in age being associated with an 11% increase in 
the odds of that individual having been convicted of a property crime (OR=1.11, p<.001).   
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Table 16. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Property Offenses for Males  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .99 .37 -.04 
Gang Member 1.50 .93 .66 
Age at First Conviction  .87*** .03 -4.65 
Age 1.09*** .03 3.71 
Total ACEs 1.08 .08 1.07 
PPI-SF 1.02 .01 1.59 
    
N 189   
Pseudo R2 .15   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 The sample was also split demographically to examine the relationship between the 
variables and property offenses.  Table 16 shows the findings for only males and both 
psychopathy and ACEs were not related to property offending.  However, for every year 
decrease in the age at first conviction there was a 13% increase in the odds of that individual 
having been convicted of a property offense (OR=.87, p<.001).  Furthermore, every year 
increase in an individual’s age was associated with a 9% increase in the odds of that 
individual having been convicted of a property offense (OR=1.09, p<.001).   
Table 17. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Property Offenses for Females  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White 1.44 .72 .05 
Gang Member    
Age at First Conviction  .87** .04 -3.10 
Age 1.14** .05 3.09 
Total ACEs .93 .08 -.80 
PPI-SF 1.02 .01 1.42 
    
N 131   
Pseudo R2 .10   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
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Table 17 shows the model for only females.  Again, PPI-SF and ACEs were not 
significant.  Yet, for every year decrease in the age at first conviction there was a 13% 
increase in the odds of that individual having committed a property offense (OR=.87, p<.01).  
Moreover, for every year increase in age there was a 14% increase in the odds of that 
individual being convicted of a property offense (OR=1.14, p<.01).   
Table 18. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Property Offenses for Whites  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
Female 4.57*** 1.50 4.64 
Gang Member 1.86 1.69 .68 
Age at First Conviction  .85*** .03 -5.50 
Age 1.12*** .03 4.71 
Total ACEs .97 .06 -.45 
PPI-SF 1.02 .01 1.87 
    
N 239   
Pseudo R2 .19   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Next, I examined the effects for only Whites.  Table 18 shows that white females 
were 357% more likely than white males to be convicted of a property offense (OR=4.57, 
p<.001).  For whites, every year decrease in the age at first conviction increased the odds of 
that individual having been convicted of a property offense by 15% (OR=.85, p<.001).  Also, 
every year increase in age was associated with a 12% increase in the odds of that individual 
having been convicted of a property offense (OR=1.12, p<.001).  
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Table 19. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Property Offenses for African Americans   
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
Female 1.37 .88 .48 
Gang Member 2.05 1.84 .79 
Age at First Conviction  .94 .06 -1.00 
Age 1.01 .04 .37 
Total ACEs 1.09 .13 .67 
PPI-SF .99 .02 -.27 
    
N 57   
Pseudo R2 .04   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 Table 19 shows the model but only included individuals who were African 
American.  None of the variables were significant predictors of having been convicted of a 
property offense.   
Drug Offenses  
 Table 20. Negative Binomial Regression for Drug Offenses  
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White .08 .17 .56 
Female .28 .15 1.86 
Gang Member -.08 .29 -.27 
Age at First 
Conviction  
-.06*** .01 -4.56 
Age .05*** .01 4.89 
Total ACEs .01 .03 .28 
PPI-SF  .02*** .00 3.41 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 102.06***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
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 Table 20 shows the results for number of drug offenses committed for the entire 320 
person sample using negative binomial regression.  Results indicate that the PPI-SF was 
significantly related to drug offending and in the positive direction.  However, ACEs were 
not significantly related to drug offending.  Age at first conviction was significant and 
inversely related to drug offenses, meaning those who are convicted at younger ages had 
higher levels of drug offenses.  Moreover, age was positive and significantly related to drug 
offenses.   
Table 21. Negative Binomial Regression for PPI-SF Subscales and Drug Offenses        
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White .00 .17 -.01 
Female .24 .15 1.56 
Gang Member -.10 .29 -.04 
Age at First Conviction  -.06*** .01 -4.74 
Age .05*** .01 4.86 
Total ACEs .00 .03 -.16 
Machiavellian Egocentricity  -.02 .02 -1.21 
Social Potency .01 .02 .65 
Coldheartedness .37 .02 1.68 
Carefree Nonplanfullness .03 .02 1.48 
Fearlessness .00 .02 .22 
Blame Externalization .03 .02 1.65 
Impulsive Nonconformity .06** .02 3.01 
 Stress Immunity  -.01 .02 -.55 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 91.07***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Next, table 21 displays the results for drug offenses and instead of PPI-SF I examined 
the effect of the PPI-SF subscales.  Again, age at first conviction remained significant and in 
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the negative direction.  Likewise, age remained significant and in a positive direction.  
Impulsive nonconformity was significant and in the positive direction, meaning that the 
impulsive side of psychopathy was related to drug offending.   
Table 22. Negative Binomial Regression for ACEs and Drug Offenses     
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White .05 .19 .26 
Female .34* .16 2.15 
Gang Member -.15 .30 -.51 
Age at First Conviction  -.06*** .01 -4.63 
Age .05*** .01 4.84 
PPI-SF .02*** .01 3.36 
Physical Abuse -.13 .23 -.55 
Sexual Abuse -.26 .21 -1.27 
Emotional Abuse .20 .22 .89 
Raised in Poverty .22 .17 1.33 
Family Gang Members .01 .23 .03 
Household Suicide .22 .22 1.00 
Household Mental Illness 
.00 .16 -.02 
Household Domestic Abuse 
.09 .18 -.49 
Household Incarceration  
.01 .19 .03 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 93.18***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 22 shows the effect that each individual ACE has on drug offending.  Being a 
female was significant and positively related to drug offenses.  Age at first conviction was 
significant and inversely related to drug offenses.  Additionally, age was significant and 
positively related to drug offending.  The PPI-SF was significant and positively related to 
drug offending.   
127 
Table 23. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Drug  Offenses 
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .80 .23 -.78 
Female 2.10** .53 2.91 
Gang Member .79 .38 -.49 
Age at First Conviction  .93*** .02 3.87 
Age 1.07*** .02 3.87 
Total ACEs 1.02 .05 .39 
PPI-SF 1.03*** .01 3.22 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .08   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 Table 23 shows that females were 110% more likely to be convicted of a drug offense 
when compared to males (OR=2.10, p<.01).  Age at first conviction was significant and 
positively related to if an individual ever had been convicted of drugs with every year 
decrease in the age at first conviction increasing the odds of that individual being convicted 
of a drug offense by 7% (OR=.93, p<.001).  Additionally, the PPI-SF was significant and 
positive with every point on the PPI-SF being associated with a 3% increase in the odds of an 
individual having been convicted of a drug offense (OR=1.03, p<.001).   
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Table 24. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Drug Offenses 
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .74 .23 -.98 
Female 2.19** .59 2.90 
Gang Member .72 .36 -.65 
Age at First Conviction  .92*** .02 -4.03 
Age 1.07*** .02 -4.03 
Total ACEs 1.00 .05 .00 
Machiavellian Egocentricity  .95 .03 -1.45 
Social Potency .98 .03 -.66 
Coldheartedness 1.11** .04 2.57 
Carefree Nonplanfullness .99 .04 -.13 
Fearlessness 1.03 .29 .98 
Blame Externalization 1.06* .03 2.06 
Impulsive Nonconformity 1.10** .04 2.64 
 Stress Immunity  .99 .03 -.33 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .11   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 24 shows the relationship between having ever committed a drug offense with 
the PPI-SF subscales in the model.  Females were 119% more likely than males to have been 
convicted of a drug offense (OR=2.19, p<.01).  Furthermore, as age at first conviction 
decrease by a year, the odds of that individual having been convicted of a drug offense 
increased by 8% (OR=.92, p<.001).  Similarly, as age increased by a year there was a 7% 
increase in the odds of that individual having been convicted for a drug offense (OR=1.07, 
p<.001).  Three PPI-SF subscales were significant predictors of an individual having been 
convicted of a drug offense.  For every 1 point on the coldheartedness scale there was an 
11% increase in the odds of that individual having ever been convicted of a drug offense 
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(OR=1.11, p<.01).  With every one point increase on blame externalization there was a 6% 
increase in the odds of that individual having been convicted of a drug offense (OR=1.06, 
p<.05).  Furthermore, for every point on the impulsive nonconformity scale there was a 10% 
increase in the odds of that individual having been convicted of a drug offense (OR=1.10, 
p<.10).   
Table 25. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for ACEs and Drug Offenses        
 OR  Standard Error  Z 
White .91 .30 -.31 
Female 2.58*** .72 3.40 
Gang Member .59 .31 -1.00 
Age at First Conviction  .92*** .02 -4.13 
Age 1.08*** .02 4.21 
PPI-SF 1.03*** .01 3.23 
Physical Abuse .41* .16 -2.26 
Sexual Abuse .74 .25 -.90 
Emotional Abuse 1.25 .47 .60 
Raised in Poverty 1.92* .56 2.24 
Family Gang Members 1.14 .43 .35 
Household Suicide 1.23 .47 .53 
Household Mental Illness 
.96 .28 -.16 
Household Domestic Abuse 
1.29 .40 .82 
Household Incarceration  
1.31 .41 .86 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .11   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 
Table 25 shows the relationship between having ever committed a drug offense with 
all ACEs broken up.  Females were 158% more likely than males to have been convicted of a 
drug offense (OR=2.58, p<.001).  Age at first conviction was significant with every year 
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decrease in the age at first conviction being associated with an 8% increase in the odds of 
that individual having ever been convicted of a drug offense (OR=.92, p<.001).  
Correspondingly, for every year an individual aged there was an 8% increase in the odds of 
that individual having been convicted of a drug offense (OR=1.08, p<.001).  Furthermore, 
the PPI-SF was significant with every point on the PPI-SF increasing the odds of an 
individual having been convicted of a drug offense by 3% (OR=1.03, p<.001).  Childhood 
physical abuse decreased the odds of an individual having been convicted of a drug offense 
by 49% (OR=.41, p<.05).  Additionally, being raised in poverty was associated with a 92% 
increase in the odds of that individual having ever been convicted of a drug offense 
(OR=1.92, p<.05). 
Table 26. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Drug Offenses for Males  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .73 .26 -.89 
Gang Member 1.26 .72 .41 
Age at First Conviction  .94** .02 -2.58 
Age 1.07** .02 -2.58 
Total ACEs 1.00 .07 -.03 
PPI-SF 1.03** .01 2.78 
    
N 189   
Pseudo R2 .16   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
   The sample was also split demographically to examine the relationship between the 
variables and drug offenses.  Table 26 shows the results for the 189 Males in the sample.  For 
every year decrease in the age at first conviction there was a 6% increase in the odds of that 
individual being convicted a drug offense (OR=.94, p<.01).  Additionally, for every year 
increase in an individual’s age there was a 7% increase in the odds of that individual having 
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been convicted of a drug offense (OR=1.07, p<.01).  While ACEs were not significant in 
predicting if a male had ever been convicted of a drug offense, psychopathy was.  For every 
point increase on the PPI-SF there was a 3% increase in the odds of that individual having 
been convicted of a drug offense (OR=1.03, p<.01).   
Table 27. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Drug Offenses for Females  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .94 .46 -.12 
Gang Member .08* .11 -1.97 
Age at First Conviction  .89** .04 -3.06 
Age 1.09* .04 2.36 
Total ACEs 1.03 .08 .42 
PPI-SF 1.02 .01 1.48 
    
N 131   
Pseudo R2 .10   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 
On Table 27 I ran a similar model was ran only using the 131 females in the sample.  
Being a gang member decreased the odds for having been convicted of a drug offense by 
92% (OR=.08, p<.05).  For every year decrease in the age at first conviction there was a 11% 
increase in the odds of that individual having been convicted of a drug offense (OR=.89, 
p<.10).  Furthermore, for every year increase in age there is a 9% increase in the odds of that 
individual having been convicted of a drug offense (OR=1.09, p<.001).  Both ACEs and the 
PPI-SF had no effect on females.   
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Table 28. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Drug Offenses for Whites  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
Female 2.37** .70 2.94 
Gang Member .50 .37 -.94 
Age at First Conviction  .92*** .02 -3.43 
Age 1.07*** .02 3.34 
Total ACEs .96 .06 -.66 
PPI-SF 1.04*** .01 3.49 
    
N 239   
Pseudo R2 .10   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 28 shows the model for only Whites in the sample.  White females were 137% 
more likely than white males to be convicted of a drug offense (OR=2.37, p<.01).  For every 
year decrease in age at first conviction there was an 8% increase in the odds of that 
individual having been convicted of a drug offense (OR=.92, p<.001).  Likewise, for every 
year increase in an individual’s age there was a 7% increase in that person having been 
convicted of a drug offense (OR=1.07, p<.001).  While ACEs were not significant in 
predicting drug offenses, psychopathy was for whites.  For every point increase on the PPI-
SF there was a 4% increase in the odds of that individual having been convicted of a drug 




Table 29. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Drug Offenses for African Americans   
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
Female .67 .43 -.62 
Gang Member 1.10 .94 .11 
Age at First Conviction  1.04 .07 .54 
Age 1.03 .04 .77 
Total ACEs 1.28 .17 1.87 
PPI-SF .99 .02 -.53 
    
N 57   
Pseudo R2 .09   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 29 shows the same model for the African Americans in the sample.  None of 
the variables were significant predictors of having been convicted of a drug offense.   
Weapon Offenses  
Table 30. Negative Binomial Regression for Weapons Offenses    
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White -.03 .34 -.07 
Female -1.30*** .34 -3.79 
Gang Member 1.44** .44 3.24 
Age at First 
Conviction  
-.03 .02 -1.09 
Age .02* .02 .76 
Total ACEs -.04 .07 -.64 
PPI-SF  .02 .01 1.71 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 50.41***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 Table 30 shows the results for number of weapons offenses committed for the entire 
320 person sample using negative binomial regression.  Being female was significant and 
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negatively related to having a weapons offense conviction.  Furthermore, being a gang 
member was significant and positively related to get convicted of weapons offenses.  The 
final significant variable was age, showing that an increase in age was related to an increase 
in weapon offenses.  Neither ACEs nor the PPI-SF were significantly related to weapon 
offenses.   
Table 31. Negative Binomial Regression for PPI-SF Subscales and Weapons Offenses   
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White -.09 .34 -.25 
Female -1.20*** .34 -3.50 
Gang Member 1.34** .43 3.12 
Age at First Conviction  -.02 .02 -.79 
Age .01 .02 -.79 
Total ACEs -.06 .06 -.96 
Machiavellian Egocentricity  .04 .04 .93 
Social Potency .02 .04 .38 
Coldheartedness .07 .05 1.51 
Carefree Nonplanfullness -.13 .05 -2.35 
Fearlessness .01 .03 .17 
Blame Externalization .07* .03 2.01 
Impulsive Nonconformity .05 .04 1.43 
 Stress Immunity  -.05 .04 -1.29 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 37.23***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 31 shows the results for the entire sample but with the PPI-SF subscales 
included in the model.  Again, females were significantly less likely to have weapons 
offenses.  Additionally, gang membership was significant and positively related to weapons 
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offenses.  Blame externalization was significant and positively related to weapons offenses.  
However, no other PPI-SF subscales were significantly related to weapons offenses.    
 
Table 32. Negative Binomial Regression for ACEs and Weapons Offenses      
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White .17 .39 .44 
Female -1.39*** .36 -3.87 
Gang Member 1.74*** .45 3.83 
Age at First Conviction  -.02 .24 -.81 
Age .02 .02 1.02 
PPI-SF .02 .01 1.69 
Physical Abuse -.48 .48 -1.00 
Sexual Abuse .48 .42 1.13 
Emotional Abuse -.58 .49 -1.18 
Raised in Poverty -.30 .32 -.92 
Family Gang Members .56 .42 1.36 
Household Suicide -1.03 .61 -1.70 
Household Mental Illness 
.58 .35 1.65 
Household Domestic Abuse 
.46 .38 1.21 
Household Incarceration  
-.45 .39 -1.17 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 46.63***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 
Table 32 shows the results for the entire sample with each individual ACE being 
accounted for.  Being female was significant and negatively related to weapons offenses.  
Again, gang membership was significant and positively related to weapon offending.  Lastly, 
none of the ACEs were significantly related to weapons offenses.   
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Table 33. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Weapon Offenses  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .59 .20 -1.52 
Female .28*** .11 -3.31 
Gang Member 6.93*** 3.58 3.75 
Age at First Conviction  .99 .03 -.24 
Age 1.00 .02 .17 
Total ACEs .87 .06 -1.95 
PPI-SF 1.01 .01 1.38 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .15   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 Table 33 shows the results for the entire 320 person sample.  Females were 82% less 
likely than males to have been convicted of a weapons offense (OR=.28, p<.001).  Those 
who were gang members were 593% more likely than non-gang members to be convicted for 
a weapons offense (OR=6.93, p<.001).  Both ACEs and the PPI-SF were no significantly 




Table 34. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Weapon Offenses 
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .62 .24 -1.27 
Female .29** .12 -3.12 
Gang Member 7.62*** 4.26 3.63 
Age at First Conviction  .99 .03 -.21 
Age 1.00 .02 .20 
Total ACEs .84* .06 -2.39 
Machiavellian Egocentricity  1.02 .05 .46 
Social Potency 1.04 .05 .83 
Coldheartedness 1.11* .06 1.99 
Carefree Nonplanfullness .85** .05 -2.56 
Fearlessness 1.04 .04 1.04 
Blame Externalization 1.07 .04 1.64 
Impulsive Nonconformity 1.01 .05 .30 
 Stress Immunity  .92 .04 -1.78 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .19   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 34 shows the logistic regression results with the PPI-SF subscales included in 
the model.  Females were 71% less likely than males to have been convicted of a weapons 
offense (OR=.29, p<.01).  Gang membership was associated with a 662% increase in the 
odds of that individual being convicted of a weapons offense (7.62, p<.001).  ACEs were 
significant but not in the expected direction.  For every additional ACE there was a 16% 
decrease in the odds of that individual having been convicted of a weapons offense (OR=.84, 
p<.05).  For the PPI-SF subscales, for every point increase on the coldheartedness scale there 
was an 11% increase in the odds of that individual having been convicted of a weapons 
offense (OR=1.11, p<.05).  Moreover, for every point increase on the carefree 
nonplanfulness scale there was a 15% decrease in the odds of that individual having been 
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convicted of a weapons offense (OR=.85, p<.01).  None of the other PPI-SF subscales were 
significantly related to being charged for a weapons offense.   
Table 35. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for ACEs and Weapons Offenses        
 OR  Standard Error  Z 
White .97 .40 -.08 
Female .28** .11 -3.12 
Gang Member 5.65*** 3.01 3.26 
Age at First Conviction  .99 .03 -.35 
Age 1.02 .02 .79 
PPI-SF 1.01 .01 .91 
Physical Abuse .70 .39 -.64 
Sexual Abuse .54 .29 -1.17 
Emotional Abuse .73 .37 -.61 
Raised in Poverty .86 .33 -.40 
Family Gang Members 3.14 1.51 2.37 
Household Suicide .41 .29 -1.25 
Household Mental Illness 
1.48 .59 .97 
Household Domestic Abuse 
.65 .29 -.98 
Household Incarceration  
.86 .38 -.35 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .19   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 35 shows logistic regression results for weapons offenses but accounted for 
each individual ACE.  Females were 72% less likely than males to be convicted of a weapons 
offense (OR=.28, p<.01).  Gang members were 465% more likely than non-gang members to 
have been convicted of a weapons offense (OR=5.65, p<.001).  Of note, none of the ACEs or 
the PPI-SF were significantly related to having been convicted of a weapons offense.   
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Table 36. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Weapons Offenses for Males  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .58 .23 -1.38 
Gang Member 7.90*** 4.70 3.47 
Age at First Conviction  1.01 .03 .20 
Age .98 .02 -.81 
Total ACEs .91 .07 -1.22 
PPI-SF 1.01 .01 .68 
    
N 189   
Pseudo R2 .10   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 The sample was also split demographically to examine the relationship between the 
variables and weapons offenses.  Table 36 shows results for the 189 males in the sample.  
Male gang members were 690% more likely than non-gang member males to have been 
convicted of a weapons offense (OR=7.90, p<.001).  Neither ACEs nor the PPI-SF were 
significant predictors of weapons offenses for males.   
Table 37. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Weapon Offenses for Females  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White .68 .55 -.48 
Gang Member 5.14 7.03 1.20 
Age at First Conviction  .94 .05 -1.27 
Age 1.12* .06 2.11 
Total ACEs .79 .12 -1.57 
PPI-SF 1.03 .02 1.15 
    
N 131   
Pseudo R2 .16   




Table 37 shows results for the 131 females in the sample.  Age was the only 
significant predictor of having committed a weapons offense.  For every year increase in age 
there was a 12% increase in the odds of that individual having been convicted of a weapons 
offense (OR=1.12, p<.05).  No other variables in the model were significant for predicting 
weapons offenses for females.   
Table 38. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Weapon Offenses for Whites  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
Female .28** .13 -2.82 
Gang Member 2.85 2.29 1.31 
Age at First Conviction  1.01 .03 .47 
Age .98 .03 .47 
Total ACEs .94 .08 -.75 
PPI-SF 1.02 .01 1.90 
    
N 239   
Pseudo R2 .08   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 38 shows results for the 239 whites in the sample.  Females were 72% less 
likely than males to have been convicted of a weapons offense (OR=.28, p<.01).  No other 




Table 39. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Weapons Offenses for African 
Americans   
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
Female .35 .30 -1.23 
Gang Member 18.56** 20.85 2.60 
Age at First Conviction  1.02 .08 .25 
Age 1.01 .05 .19 
Total ACEs .73* .11 -2.07 
PPI-SF .99 .03 -.23 
    
N 57   
Pseudo R2 .25   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 
Table 39 shows results for all African Americans in the sample.  If an African 
American was a gang member it increased the odds of being convicted for a weapons offense 
by 1,756% when compared to non-gang member African Americans (OR=18.56, p<.01).  
Moreover, for each additional ACE there was a 27% decrease in the odds of an individual 







Table 40. Negative Binomial Regression for Sex Offenses   
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White .96* .42 2.27 
Female -4.43*** 1.04 -4.27 
Gang Member -.16 .55 -.29 
Age at First 
Conviction  
-.06** .02 -2.75 
Age .08 .02 4.08 
Total ACEs .16* .07 2.12 
PPI-SF  -.03* .01 -2.24 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 78.26***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 
 Table 40 shows the results for sex offenses using negative binomial regression for the 
320 person sample.  Being female was significant and negatively related to sexual offending.  
Age at first conviction was significant and negatively related with sexual offending, with 
those who have earlier age at first conviction having higher levels of sexual offenses.  ACEs 
were significant and positively related to sexual offending, with greater levels of ACEs 
leading to higher levels of sexual offending.  The PPI-SF was significant and negatively 
related to sexual offending.   
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Table 41. Negative Binomial Regression for PPI-SF Subscales and Sex Offenses         
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White .99* .47 2.12 
Female -4.42*** 1.05 -4.23 
Gang Member -.45 .57 -.79 
Age at First Conviction  -.06* .02 -2.43 
Age .07*** .02 3.85 
Total ACEs .16* .08 2.16 
Machiavellian Egocentricity  .03 .05 .53 
Social Potency -.05 .04 -1.31 
Coldheartedness .02 .05 .04 
Carefree Nonplanfullness -.06 .06 -1.00 
Fearlessness -.06 .03 -1.85 
Blame Externalization .00 .04 -.03 
Impulsive Nonconformity -.02 .05 -.42 
 Stress Immunity  -.03 .05 -.58 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 64.27***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 41 shows how the PPI-SF subscales were related to sexual offending.  Again, 
the female variable was significantly related to sexual offending in the negative direction.  
Age at first conviction was significantly related to sexual offending, with lower ages at first 
conviction predicting higher levels of sexual offending.  Age was significant and positively 
related to sexual offending.  Furthermore, ACEs were significantly and positively predictive 
of sexual offending.  However, none of the PPI-SF subscales were shown to be significant.   
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Table 42. Negative Binomial Regression for ACEs and Sex Offenses     
 Coefficient  Standard Error  Z 
White .65 .43 1.52 
Female -4.73*** 1.06 -4.48 
Gang Member .39 .58 .67 
Age at First Conviction  -.05* .23 -2.06 
Age .06** .02 2.93 
PPI-SF -.02 .01 -1.31 
Physical Abuse .38 .49 .76 
Sexual Abuse 1.02
* .44 2.32 
Emotional Abuse .33 .48 .68 
Raised in Poverty -.05 .35 -.13 
Family Gang Members -1.11
* .56 -1.98 
Household Suicide .15 .57 .27 
Household Mental Illness 
.11 .39 .29 
Household Domestic Abuse 
.18 .41 .43 
Household Incarceration  
-.36 .41 -.88 
    
N 320   
LR Test of a 48.87***   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 
Table 42 shows the results for the sample with each individual ACE being accounted 
for.  Females were significantly less likely to be convicted of a sexual offense.  Age at first 
conviction was significant in the negative direction, with those having an earlier age at first 
conviction being predictive of and increased level of sexual offending. 
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Table 43. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Sex Offenses  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White 7.39*** 4.32 3.42 
Female .01*** .01 -4.13 
Gang Member .85 .61 -.23 
Age at First Conviction  .97 .02 -1.42 
Age 1.04 .02 1.91 
Total ACEs 1.24** .10 2.77 
PPI-SF .97* .01 -2.40 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .31   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 
 Table 43 shows that whites were 639% more likely than people of color to ever have 
been convicted of a sexual offenses (OR=7.39, p<.001).  Moreover, females were 99% less 
likely to have been convicted of a sexual offense then males (OR=.01, p<.001).  
Additionally, for each additional ACE there was a 24% increase in the odds of an individual 
having been convicted of a sexual offense (OR=1.24, p<.01).  Furthermore, for each 
additional point on the PPI-SF there was a 3% decrease in the odds of an individual having 
been convicted of a sexual offense (OR=.97, p<.05).   
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Table 44. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for PPI-SF Subscales and Sex Offenses  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White 8.98*** 5.75 3.43 
Female .01*** .01 -4.12 
Gang Member .77 .57 -.36 
Age at First Conviction  .96 .03 -1.42 
Age 1.05* .02 2.05 
Total ACEs 1.24** .10 2.61 
Machiavellian Egocentricity  1.05 .06 .87 
Social Potency .94 .04 -1.31 
Coldheartedness .99 .06 -.24 
Carefree Nonplanfullness 1.00 .06 -.02 
Fearlessness 1.03 .04 1.40 
Blame Externalization 1.03 .04 .65 
Impulsive Nonconformity .90* .05 -1.96 
 Stress Immunity  1.01 .05 .22 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .34   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 44 shows logistic regression results with the PPI-SF subscale included in the 
model.  Whites were 798% more likely than people of color to be convicted of a sexual 
offense (OR=8.98, p<.001).  Females were 99% less likely than males to be convicted of a 
sexual offense (OR-.01, p<.001).  Age was also significant, with each additional year 
increasing the odds of an individual being convicted of a sexual offense by 5% (OR=1.05, 
p<.05).  For each additional ACE there was a 24% increase in the odds of that individual 
having been convicted of a sexual offense (OR=1.24, p<.05).  Impulsive nonconformity was 
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the only PPI-SF subscale that showed significance.  For every one point on the impulsive 
nonconformity scale there was a 10% decrease in the odds of that individual having been 
convicted of a sexual offense (OR=.90, p<.05).   
Table 45. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for ACEs and Sex Offenses        
 OR  Standard Error  Z 
White 5.78** .38 2.69 
Female .01*** .01 -4.65 
Gang Member 1.55 1.28 .53 
Age at First Conviction  .99 .03 -.53 
Age 1.02 .02 .78 
PPI-SF .98 .01 -1.67 
Physical Abuse 1.11 .69 .17 
Sexual Abuse 8.26*** 4.79 3.64 
Emotional Abuse 2.34 1.37 1.46 
Raised in Poverty .69 .31 -.85 
Family Gang Members .47 .33 -1.10 
Household Suicide 1.24 .77 .35 
Household Mental Illness 
.60 .31 -.98 
Household Domestic Abuse 
1.35 .64 .62 
Household Incarceration  
.82 .44 -.36 
    
N 320   
Pseudo R2 .39   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 45 shows results while accounting for each individual ACE.  Whites were 
478% more likely than people of color to be convicted of a sexual offense (OR=5.78, p<.01).  
Females were 99% less likely than males to have been convicted of a sexual offense 
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(OR=.01, p<.001).  Experiencing sexual abuse in childhood increased the odds of an 
individual having committed a sexual offense by 726% (OR=8.26, p<.001).  None of the 
other ACEs accounted for in this study were significant.   
 The sample was also split demographically to examine the relationship between the 
variables and sexual offending.  However, there were not enough people of color to run 
models specifically with that subpopulation.  Furthermore, there were not enough females 
who committed sexual offense to conduct analysis.   
Table 46. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Sex Offenses for Males  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
White 7.32*** 4.28 3.40 
Gang Member .85 .61 -.23 
Age at First Conviction  .97 .02 -1.42 
Age 1.04 .02 1.79 
Total ACEs 1.24** .10 2.74 
PPI-SF .97* .01 -2.34 
    
N 189   
Pseudo R2 .16   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
 
Table 46 shows results for the 189 males in our sample.  White males were 632% 
more likely than males of color to commit a sexual offense (OR=7.32, p<.001).  Furthermore, 
for each additional ACE there was a 24% increase in the odds of that individual committing a 
sexual offense (OR=1.24, p<.01).  Moreover, for every point scored on the PPI-SF there was 
a 3% decrease in the odds of an individual having committed a sexual offense (OR=.97, 
p<.05).   
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Table 47. Logistic Regression with Odds Ratios for Sex Offenses for Whites  
 OR  Standard 
Error  
Z 
Female .01*** .01 -4.18 
Gang Member .76 .65 -.32 
Age at First Conviction  .99 .03 -.53 
Age 1.02 .02 .92 
Total ACEs 1.31** .11 3.06 
PPI-SF .97** .01 -2.66 
    
N 239   
Pseudo R2 .30   
*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p<..001 
 
Table 47 shows results for only white people in the sample.  Females were 99% less 
likely than males to have committed a sexual offense (OR=.01, p<.001).  For each ACE a 
white person experienced there was a 31% increase in the odds of that individual having 
committed a sexual offense (OR=1.31, p<.01).  Additionally, for each point scored on the 
PPI-SF there was a 3% decrease in the odds of that individual having been convicted of a 


















    
Table 48 shows the relationship between the PPI-SF, the PPI-SF subscales, and the Buss Perry aggression scale.  The 
relationship PPI-Sf and the Buss Perry scale was significant and in the positive direction.  This indicates that those with higher levels 
of psychopathy also exhibited higher levels of aggression.  Machiavellian egocentricity and the Buss Perry scale were significantly 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Buss Perry 1          
2. Machiavellian 
Egocentricity  .35*** 1         
3. Social Potency  -.32*** -0.13 1        
4. Coldheartedness 0.07 0.05 0.09 1       
5. Carefree 
Nonplanfulness .22* .27** -.25** 0.09 1      
6. Fearlessness 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.05 0.14 1     
7. Blame 
Externalization  .58*** .26** -.29** -0.09 0.02 0.14 1    
8. Impulsive 
Nonconformity  0.13 0.11 -.08 0.08 .26** .47*** 0.1 1   
9. Stress Immunity -0.18 -0.1 .42*** 0.41*** -.24* 0.12 -.26** 0.17 1  




Table 48 shows the relationship between the PPI-SF, the PPI-SF subscales, and the 
Buss-Perry aggression scale. The relationship between the PPI-SF and the Buss-Perry Scale 
was significant and in the positive direction.  This indicates that those with higher levels of 
psychopathy also exhibited higher levels of aggression.  Machiavellian egocentricity and the 
Buss-Perry scale were significantly correlated in the positive direction.  Furthermore, blame 
externalization had a significant and positive relationship with the Buss Perry scale.  Social 
potency was the only one of the PPI-SF subscales that was found to be significant and 
inversely correlated with the Buss Perry scale. While the PPI-SF never showed significance 
in any of the models regarding violent crimes.  However, this doesn’t mean that psychopathic 
traits aren’t related to engaging in violent and aggressive behaviors.  What should be noted is 
the fact that official data is not related to violent crimes but when self-report data for 
psychopathy and aggression is used in the models there is a significant relationship. This 
would suggest researchers should examine both official records and self-report data in order 
to see if the relationship differs between the two different sources of data. 
 
 
















 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Buss Perry 1           
2. Physical 
Abuse 0.08 1          
3. Sexual 
Abuse 0.03 .51*** 1         
4. Emotional 
Abuse 0.09 .72*** .52*** 1        
5. Raised in 
Poverty 0.15 .30*** .28** .30*** 1       
6. Family 
Gang 
Members .36*** .21* 0.09 0.11 .25** 1      
7. Household 
Suicide -0.07 0.15 0.1 0.15 .20* -0.18 1     
8. Household 
Mental 
Illness .22* .39*** .28** .49*** .39*** 0.14 .19* 1    
9. Household 
Domestic 
Abuse 0.17 .55*** .34*** .49*** .40*** .34*** 0.11 .44*** 1   
10. 
Household 
Incarceration  0.11 .23* .20* 0.12 .30*** .43*** -0.2 0.14 .33*** 1  
11.ACE 




Table 49 displays the relationship between total ACEs, each individual ACE, and the 
Buss Perry aggression scale. Two of the ACEs, and the total ACEs score were correlated 
with the Buss Perry scale.  Having a gang member in your household as a child was 
significantly correlated with an increased level of aggression as shown via the Buss Perry 
scale.  Furthermore, growing up in a household with people who suffered from mental illness 
was significantly correlated with the Buss Perry scale.  Lastly, the total ACEs score was 
positively correlated with aggression as measured by the Buss Perry scale.  The process of 
experiencing ACEs showed a significant relationship with the development of aggression 
later in life.  
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CHAPTER 8. CONCLUSION 
Overview 
  Again, the purpose of this research was to not only meet the calls for more inclusion 
of psychopathy (DeLisi 2009, 2016) but also filled the omission of ACEs in criminological 
literature (Drury et al. 2017).  Psychopathy was measured by what is considered the top self-
report scale (Witt et al. 2009).  This research was guide by developmental and life-course 
theories that account for both the early household trauma and psychological risk factors.  
This was done via surveying offenders who were currently under supervision at two separate 
facilities.  Access to these facilities was gained through a working relationship I have 
developed with the Iowa Department of Corrections.  This sample was unique because I was 
able to get survey data and connect that data back to official criminal histories.  The use of 
official data allowed for the examination of how the independent variables impacted violent 
crime, property crime, drug offenses, sexual offenses, and weapons offenses.  I believe there 
are variety of theoretical and policy implications that can be drawn from the findings on the 
role that both psychopathy and ACEs play on criminal behavior and these will be discussed 
in this chapter.   
Violent Crime 
 The results for the violent crime models consistently showed that age at first 
conviction was significantly related to the number of violent crimes an individual committed 
and if an individual had ever committed a violent offense.  Blumstien and colleagues (1985) 
showed that early onset of offending is one of the best predictors of future criminality.  My 
findings are in agreement with what Moffit (1993) suggested regarding the importance of age 
of criminal onset.  My findings also showed ACEs had no impact on violent crime for the 
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current sample, which is counter to previous empirical and theoretical research (Farrington et 
al. 1996; Henry et al. 1993; Henry et al. 1996; Loeber and Farrington 2000; Maughan et al. 
2000; Robins and O’Neal 1958; Robins and Wish 1977).  Furthermore, all of the models 
showed that psychopathy had no effect on violent offending.  This is also counter to previous 
findings suggesting that higher levels of psychopathy are significantly associated with violent 
offending (McCuish et al. 2015; Mager et al. 2014; Cornell et al. 1996; Làngstöm and Grann 
2002; Woodworth and Porter 2002).  This contrary finding could be due to the fact that truly 
violent, psychopathic individuals would be unwilling to take a survey for a college student 
for free.   
Property Offenses 
 There were multiple variables that consistently showed a relationship to property 
offending: Age at first conviction, gender, and PPI-SF.  Again, a variety of research has 
shown that earlier ages of first offending are related to an increased level of offending 
(Blumstien et al. 1985).  An increase in age was also related to an increased number of 
property offenses.  Given the fact that individuals who are old have had more time to build 
up a criminal record this finding is intuitive, despite that it may appear contradictory to 
Moffit’s research (1993).  Findings also showed that the PPI-SF was significantly related to 
property offending for the full sample, but not when the sample was broken down 
demographically.  For example, for every 1 point increase on the PPI-SF there was a 2% 
increase in the odds of individuals having committed a property offense.  While this may 
sound like a small impact we need to remember that the PPI-SF max score is 224.  This 
means that there is a 448% chance that an individual who scores a max on the PPI-SF has 
committed a property offense.  Psychopathy has been related to a multitude of offending and 
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the findings are in line with previous literature (Blackburn and Coid 1998).  However, 
McCuish and colleagues (2015) found that psychopathy personality disorder was associated 
lower levels of non-violent offending when compared to their non-psychopathic sample.  
Despite the total number of ACEs being not significantly related to property offending, 
individual ACEs were related to property offending when broken down.  For instance, 
psychical abuse in childhood was associated with a decreased level in property offending.  
This findings is contrary to previous empirical and theoretical literature (Farrington et al. 
1996; Mersky and Reynolds 2007; Kazemin et al. 2011).  However, in the current analysis 
self-reported childhood emotional abuse was associated with an increase in property 
offending, which has been shown in previous studies (Kazemin et al. 2011).   
Drug Offenses  
 The findings for the full sample regarding drug offenses consistently showed a 
relationship with age at first conviction and psychopathy.  The earlier an individual started 
their criminal career the more likely they were to have committed a drug offense.  Moreover, 
an earlier age at first conviction was related to an increased level of drug offending.  The 
relationship between early criminogenic behavior and increased levels of offending is well 
documented (Blumstien et al. 1985; DeLisi 2005).  Moreover, this relationship is in line with 
the predictions of developmental criminological theories (DeLisi 2005; Moffit 1993).  
Furthermore, the positive relationship between the PPI-SF and drug offending was similar to 
findings within the literature (Colins et al. 2012; Cunningham et al. 1993; Hawes et al. 2015).  
With psychopathy being associated with higher levels of impulsivity, sensation seeking, and 
a lack of long term planning researchers should not be surprised with this linkage.  It also 
could be argued that using drugs is a sign of defiance, which would be related to the 
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antisocial behavior aspects of psychopathy (DeLisi 2018).  In fact, impulsive nonconformity 
was shown to be significantly related to having committed a drug offense.  The difference 
between the models for males and females show that psychopathy was only a significant 
predictor of having a drug offense for males but not females.  Prior literature has suggested 
that males will have higher levels of psychopathy then females and could explain the findings 
at hand (Hare 2003; Neumann and Hare 2008).  Moreover, the PPI-SF was significant in the 
model predicting having a drug offense for whites but not for African Americans.  Research 
has been mixed on the differences between whites and blacks regarding the levels of 
psychopathy (Lynn 2002; McCoy and Edens 2006).  However, the differences in the current 
analysis could be due to the fact the model for whites was significantly larger then my model 
for African Americans (239 compared to 57).   
Weapons Offenses  
 Both ACEs and psychopathy relieved no consistently significant relationships to 
weapons offenses.  However, race, gender, and gang membership were all evidenced to 
consistently relate to weapons offenses.  The findings show that males were significantly 
more likely than females to be convicted of weapons offenses.  This finding is in line with 
previous research regarding males being more likely to carry handguns (Vaughn et al. 2016).  
Moreover, depending on the specifications of the model the odds of an individual having 
committed a weapons offense ranged from 465% to 1,756% for gang membership.  Decker 
and colleagues (1986) discovered that gang members were more likely to report owning and 
using firearms then non-gang members.  Furthermore, Howell (1999) reported that guns were 
the weapon of choice for gang members.  Therefore, these findings are similar to previous 
literature on the offending patterns of gang members.  Coldheartedness was significantly 
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related to having been convicted of a weapons offense.  Coldheartedness is a PPI-SF subscale 
that measures callousness and unemotionality within an individual.  The fact that a 
psychopathic subscale that measures an insensitivity and lack of concern for others is related 
to weapons offending makes intuitive sense and is backed up empirically by the current 
analysis. 
Sex Offenses  
 The models for sex offenses reveled some of the most interesting findings regarding 
both ACEs and psychopathy.  Psychopathy was consistently inversely related sexual 
offending, which is counter to a variety of past research (Robertson and Knight 2014; 
Woodworth et al. 2013), while others have suggested that the relationship between 
psychopathy and sexual offending is much more nuanced (Porter et al. 2000).  The findings 
in the current analysis may seem odd but psychological disorders such as sexual sadism, 
paraphilic disorders, and pedophilia would do a better job at predicting sexual offending then 
psychopathy.  Regarding ACEs, previous literature has shown that sexual abuse (Abblati et 
al. 2014), physical abuse (McCuish et al. 2015; Widom and Ames 1994), and neglect 
(Widom and Massey 2015) have been associated with increased levels of sexual offending.  
However, Levenson and colleagues (2016) found that higher levels of ACEs were not 
associated with increased levels of sexual offending.  In the current analysis total ACEs were 
significantly related to sexual offending but the power was actually coming from sexual 
offending.  For example, each additional ACE was associated with a 24% increase in the 
odds of an individual having committed a sexual offense.  Yet, when each individual ACE 
was included in the model only sexual abuse was significant and was related to a 726% 
increase in the odds of an individual having committed a sexual offense.  It is important to 
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understand how maltreatment as a whole impacts sexual offending but researchers should 
always examine the individual effects of specific abuses and neglects.  Additionally, these 
findings regarding ACEs and sexual offending are in line with the current findings and had 
major implications for sex offending regarding race and gender.  Being white was 
consistently significantly related to sexual offending in my models.  Previous literature has 
shown that whites are more likely than others to commit sexual offenses (Ikomi et al. 2009).  
Again, the current analysis confirms this previous finding.  Moreover, males were 
significantly more likely to be involved with sexual offending in the current analysis, which 
has been displayed in previous literature as well (Fox 2017).  
Policy Implications  
 The findings from the current analysis warrant the discussion of a variety of policy 
implications.  The findings regarding ACEs and sexual offending suggest collecting 
childhood maltreatment data could be key to treating the individuals.  It has been suggested 
that administering ACEs can be easily done during the initial intake process within the 
correctional setting (Moore and Tatman 2016).  Moreover, researchers have suggested that 
because childhood maltreatment can have such an impact on individuals that the criminal 
justice system should conduct treatment using a trauma based program.  For instance, an 
emphasis on trauma or offering trauma groups for individuals who have experienced 
maltreatment would create a more rounded treatment and potential prevent future 
engagement in criminal activity.  However, it has been noted this approach would take 
extended trainings for staff to be aware of the influence trauma has and learn techniques that 
avoid retraumatization (Harris and Fallot 2001; Hodes 2006; Miller and Najavits 2012).  
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 There are also potential policy implications that can be drawn the findings pertaining 
to psychopathy.  Psychopathy was significantly related to increased levels of property 
offending and drug offending.  This suggests that criminal justice practitioners should be 
accounting for factors such as psychopathy.  The current analysis used the PPI-SF but there 
are a variety of other scales or assessments that could be optimized.  If psychopathy 
assessments were used on individuals who were property offenders or drug offenders then 
those scores could be used to categorize levels of risk for future offending.  Traits such as 
narcissism, risk taking, failure to follow a life plan, and impulsivity among others are 
inherently connected to criminal offending.  Therefore, it could be helpful to not just criminal 
justice practitioners but to society as we try to protect individuals from future victimization.  
However, practitioners should be cautious when attempting to use the psychopathy as a way 
to administer treatment.  Rice and colleagues (1992) found receiving treatment was 
associated with higher levels of violent recidivism for psychopaths but lower levels of violent 
recidivism for non-psychopaths.  Yet, Salekin (2002) conducted a meta-analysis of 42 studies 
found that roughly 62% of the studies showed psychopaths did benefit from treatment.  
Therefore, the criminal justice system needs to way the costs and benefits of the effectiveness 
of treatment for psychopathic individuals before implementing any policy regarding 
programming based on psychopathy.   
 The final policy implication worth including is the influence that age at first 
conviction had on offending.  Age at first conviction was routinely the most consistent 
variable in the models.   The results indicate it would be best practice to account for this 
variable.  It is clear that the earlier someone offends, the higher risk they are for a variety of 
offending behavior.  Rather it be violent crime, property crime, or sexual offending age at 
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first conviction was an ideal variable to account for.  Of course, this variable fits perfectly 
within the developmental criminology literature (DeLisi; 2005; Farrington 2012) but the 
power of this variable should not be stuck solely in academia.  I would suggest that this be 
accounted for whenever possible in the criminal justice system.   
Summary  
 As a whole, this dissertation provided a variety of insights into the underlying issues 
to criminal behavior.  Of course, this study was not without limitations.  For example, while 
the sample size as a whole was good, the number of individuals who filled out the Buss-Perry 
scale was lower than ideal.  I also would contended if it was possible to pay individuals to 
take the survey that the number sample would have been larger and I would have been able 
to get individuals with higher psychopathy scores to partake in the study.  The traits of 
someone with high scores on psychopathy scales does not lend to them being altruistic 
enough to take a survey for free.  Moreover, I was only able to access individuals in Iowa, 
which one could argue provides issues with generalizability to other states.   
 It is important to note that while this paper used life-course and developmental theory 
as the conceptual framework, this is normal reserved for longitudinal data and not cross-
sectional data.  However, Farrington (2012) suggested that developmental and life-course 
criminology focuses on risk factors such as ACEs and therefore is an acceptable conceptual 
framework for this study.  Moreover, Fox and collogues (2015) argued that criminologists 
showed be bring psychopathy into developmental and life-course literature.  The premise of 
developmental and life-course theories fit well with the inclusion of psychopathy.  Overall, 
the current analysis, despite using cross-sectional data was able to successful use 
developmental and life-course theory as a conceptual framework.   
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 The findings from the correlation matrix with the Buss-Perry Aggression Scale and 
psychopathy reveled some noteworthy findings.  The relationship between the PPI-SF and 
the Buss-Perry Aggression Scale was significant and positive.  In other words, higher levels 
of psychopathy were associated with higher levels of aggression.  The relationship between 
psychopathy and aggression is noteworthy because psychopathy showed no significant 
relationship with violent crimes in any of the models.  Therefore, the results of the current 
analysis may show that psychopaths are engaging in aggressive behavior but this is going 
undetected by the criminal justice system.  Biderman and Reiss (1967) described this as the 
dark figure of crime, or crimes undetected by the criminal justice system.  Hence, despite the 
fact that the models in the current analysis showed no relationship between violent crime and 
psychopathy does not mean that psychopathy isn’t related to aggressive behavioral functions.   
 Future research could go in a variety of directions.  It could be interesting for 
researchers to focus on how a variety of psychopathy measures impact criminal behavior.  
Furthermore, instead of yes/no questions regarding ACEs researchers could create more 
dynamic measures.  For example, Bonner (2019) and colleagues looked at abuse and 
included measures for chaotic homes, which measured if one or more families lives in the 
home or if there was frequent movement within the home.  Creative measures such as these 
will continue to push the literature in new directions.  Furthermore, research on the 
relationship psychopathy has with homicidal ideation and psychopathy (DeLisi et al. 2016) 
and suicidal ideation (Heirigs et al. 2019) need to be carried out as the field continues 
scholarship on psychopathy.  Other research that could be drawn from this sample include 
measuring the impact that ACEs and psychopathy have on recidivism.  Moreover, Wolff and 
colleagues (2020) found that exposure to ACEs increased an individual’s likelihood to be 
163 
involved with gangs.  The data used in this dissertation could help shed more light on this 
relationship.  In the future it also will be interesting to use this sample to examine the 
relationship that self-control, street code adherence, and criminal identity have on criminal 
behavior.   
 This study showed the importance that psychopathy and ACEs have a certain aspects 
of criminal behavior.  Being able to account for individual-level dynamics like psychopathy, 
and environmental factors such as ACEs.  This is just one of the major aspects of this study 
that make it unique and important for understanding criminal behavior.  Another facet of this 
study that is worth mentioning is the combination of self-report measures and the use of 
official criminal histories.  It can be challenging for researchers to obtain official criminal 
histories and acquiring variables of interest such as psychopathy measures and ACEs.  
Lastly, the purpose of this study was to fill calls for the inclusion of psychopathy (DeLisi 
2009; 2016) and ACEs (Drury et al. 2017) and by doing so this research was able to provide 
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